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ABSTRACT 

An elqht-year pcoqrao c£ evaluation of Etudents and 
graduates of the teacher education school at Tennesate Ttc hnolcglcal 
University is iescrlbedn This evaluatlcn picjfct culininatcd in an 
intensive lonqitudlnal study of graduates iince 1973* The purpose of 
the study was to provide inforaation for faculty and aditir istratori 
of teacher education prograns in order tc help thein make decisions 
pertinent to eurriculuBi evaluation and long-range developient plans- 
Data for this study were collected by sail surveys, interviews with 
teachers and their principalSf and observaticna in the classrooffls of 
the graduates. The data for the current ytar of the study and 
comparisons with earlier years is presented and interpreted in hoth 
tabular and narrative form* An analysis of the evaluaticri acdel is 
presented with discussion of its ectlef f eeti veness and^ further 
developraent* (JD) 
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TKNNMSHEK TECHNOLOGICAL UNIVEHFTTY TliACHK^ EVALUATION MODEL-YEAH V 



In 1973r-74 TunnessGe TechnologiCfil Uuivur^tty develuped and Implu- 
monted a model for systeinatic data c«thering and fen tnalUng evaluatLons 
i)f the progtnmH In teacher lidiieatlon. Thu st ecif ic ubj active of tii | i u-* 
Ject hoB beun the evaluation of and subsnqnent mudlf Icatlon nnd improve-- 
ment of the programs for the preparation of tt^achern* During the fifth 
year of the project (1977-78) five distinct groups of o^^duatea partici- 
pated as subjects in this longitudinal study: (1) prlur to 1974, 16; (2) 
19/4, 14; (3) 1975, 18; (4) 1976, 16; and (5) iy77, 53. DGt/*Ued infor- 
mation Wfi8 collected on each subject by the use of BtandardlEHd i/iHt rumen in 
adminlatered by specially trained graduate asflistantH or ftom Ui Wc^rslty 
ti^cords, Basic instrumentation and procedures were pilot teatt-^i d *rJng 
tlie first year of the study and includedi (1) Univiiraity recurd*^ ^'2) 
principals' evoJuations, (3) California F-Scale, (4) a measure of the 
satisfaction of the students of the graduates^ (5) observation by trained 
observers. All data obtained in the study were claeiaificd, cudod aiid k^y 
puncfied for analyses. Descriptive statistics, IntercorreJ aLions ana 
comparlgons were computed. 

The major findings of the study for the first year subjcctLi were 
similar to those reported in the past four years of the study. Lonpariuon* 
betwuen 1977 B*S. ^md M,A. level graduates indicated few BlgnifiCanL 
differences. Detailed comparisons across years for all first ye " sub)<H*Ls 
in the project indicated few differences aa did comparisons for sntjjef 
who had been in the study five, four, and three years. The difference- i 
that were noted were minor and in most cases no eKplanation can be offered 
for the changes. In summary, It appeared that the subjects who had been 
in the study for more than one year had changed little. Also, it appeared 
that those students who entered the study in 1977 were little different 
from their counterparts that were in the Initial year of the project. 
Based on the results of the study, conclusions and recommendations nave 
bet?n advanced thnt are bdng used to modify and improve the teacher 
education program of the University, 

The original plan advanced for the use of the model In 1973"-74 called 
for a five year study. Based on the results of the five year effort, the 
evalua*tion model will be made a permanent part of the total teacher educa- 
tion program of the University and will be continued on an indefinite basis 
with modifications in the future based on research findings with regard to 
evaluation. 
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PREFACE 



For tho past eight years, attention has been given to the GValu^tJon 
of the graduates of the teacher preparation programs of Tennessee Techno- 
loglcai University. Followup studies of all graduates have been conducted 
on a regular basis arid special studies have bean perforraed to provide Inpun 
for the overall operation of the programs of the University, In order to 
improve the system of evaluation at the Institution, an intensive longi- 
tudinal study was initiated in the fall of 1973 of the graduates. This 
study was continued through 1977-78 utilising a mo lif led model that wm 
prevlouely developed for evaluating graduates 6f teacher education programs. 
Reports of ^the results of the appltcation nf the model for the period 1973- 
74 ^through 1976*-77 were contained In, respectively » Reports 74-4, 75-'4s 
76*-! and^^77-2 available from the Office of the Associate Dean of the College 
of Education. 

The purpose of this present report was to present the findings of the 
fifth year of the application of the Tennessee Technological University 
Teacher Evaluation Model. In tump this report will be utilized, for pro- 
viding input into the total system of teacher education at the Univ^LSity. 
This report la by no means complete; however , it serves to inform the 
reader of the basic procedures used and the preliminary findings of the 
fifth year of the study. In order to conserve paper, only essential Infor- 
mation was provided. 

The longitudinal study has received considerable attention from Indi- 
viduals at other institutions in not only the United States but several 
foreign countries. Therefore ^ this report contains a summary of the results 
of the first four years of the operation of the model and a listing of other 
reports that were related to the study, Copies of the instrunientation em- 
ployed with the model can be obtained from the authori This report should 
provide the necessary inforTnatlon for an Institution to replicate the study* 

The author of this report is indebted to the efforts of sevti il 
Individuals that have been. eKtensively Involved in working with tiiu project 
during the past year. These individuals Include i Barbara Orr, Graduate 
Assistant* Suzan Burnett^ Graduate Assistant; Margaret Elrod, Graduate AsBist-^ 
ant; Linda Carroll, Secretary; Sharon Heard, Secretary; Glenda Quails^ 
Analyst; and Dr* John D# Thomas * Aesociate Professor of Educational Psychology 
and Gounselor Education, In addition, thanks are extinded to all principals; 
teachers, superintendentSs and other school personnel that provided technical 
assistance, data, and allowed the project staff to work with them in various 
ways, 

Jerry B, Ayers 
Associate Dean 
College of Education 
, ' Aufufet, 1978 

1 
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CHAPTER r 



IMTHODiJCTTON AND PR0CE:t1URES 

Beginning In 1970, a aeries of aeparate studies was begun related to 
the evaliiatlon of students Enrolled in and graduates of the teacher education 
programs of Tennessee Technological Univeraity. The research has been 
systematic and designed to meet standards established by th^ National Council 
for Accreditation of Teacher Education j as well as to answer such questlona 
as course effectiveness, the proper sequence of coursGS, factors related to 
achievement I success of the graduates after entering the teaching profeBBlonp 
better methods of InstrfSctlonp and the degree of achievement of the stated 
competencies of the teacher education program. It should be noted that 
there are companion studies to evaluate the prograins designed to prepare 
school service personnel at the M,A. and Ed.S. levels (see Appendix)* 

The works of Sandafur and AdaAi (1^2 ^ 3) led to the development of a 
model (Tennessee Technological University Teacher Evaluation Model) for the 
evaluation of graduates of the programs of the University designed to pre- 
pare teacher^ at the bachelor's and master's levels (4), During 1973-74 
the Evaluation Model was implemented and continued during 1974-75^ 1975-76 
and 1976-77 with funds available from the budget of the College of Education 
of the University, The results of the application of the model vere summarised 
In Reports 74-4, 74-5, 76-1 and 77^2 (5,6,7,8). 

The fifth year of the application of the Evaluation Model was initiated 
In the fall of 1977. The remainder of this chapter describes the purpoa0s 
of the fifth year of the operation of the model and limitations of and the 
procedures used in conducting the major phases of the study. Chapters II and 
III contain presentations and Interpretations of the data for the current 
year of the study and comparisons with earlier years. Chapter IV contains a 
suimnaryj conclusions, and recommendations and tentative plans for continuation 
of the study during 1978-79, The appendix contdins a listing of all evaluative 
studies that have been conducted as a part of the efforts of the pffice of 
the Associate Dean, 

Purposes 

The purposes uf the study reported in thii document Included the 
following: 

1. To' provide information for faculty and- :admlnisterators 
concerned with teacher ^ education prograraa at Tennessee 
Technological University in makltig decisions peftlnent 
tOi^urrlculum evaluation and development. ^ 

r 2, To aid in the process of making long-range plani for 
improving the total program of the University with 
particular emphasis on the teacher education programs. 




3, 'To continut* the' davelopment: and refinement of the TennesBee ' 
Techiiologicai University T'^*/icher Evaluation Model. 

.Specific objectives to be acc&mplished aS a part of this etudy mm-M 
folluv's: ^ 

1. To continue studying in a longitudinal manner those aubjecca 
wfio had previously participated in the application of the 
Model (1973^74 through 1976t^7) . 

2i To provide a descriptive profile of a sample of 1977 graduates 
of the teacher educacion programs" of Tennessee Tefchnological 
Unlveraity* 

3. To determine relatlonshipB among a&lected variables that were 
measured as a part , of the total s,1 



4. To provide compariaonB between the graduates of the teac^ier 
education prograinB of Tennessee Technological Univeraity with 
those who might be considered as effective teachers as defined 
In the original literature of teacher education. 

5* To prDVtde effective dissemination of relevant raeearch data . 
to Che faculty and., administration of the University associated 
' with the teacher education programs, 

6. To provide information and auggestions for curriculum evaluation 
and development based on empirical research data* 

7, To continue to evaluate the proced^iVes employed In the study 
... and 'to make long-range plans for modifications and reflnenient 

' nf the bisic Evaluation Model, ^ ^ 

LiniitatlonB 

The general limitations for^ this study were primarily concerned with 
samplihg techniques^ 

1, Subjects for the study were individuals who were 1977 graduates of 
a bachelor's or master's level program at Tennessee Technological 
University dosigned to prepare them as teachers' or they were 
Individuals who participated in the study during the past fouT yea 

2. Subjects were teaching in the State of Tennessee within a lOO-'inile 
radius of Cookevillej Tennessee, (Approximately 70 percent of all 
graduates of the leacher education programa of the University, 
that were teachings resided within the specified gepgraphical 
limtts of the study.) 

'S, The subjects volunteered to participate in the study. 

4J The subjects who participated in the study received the pei^isslon 
of their principals and superintendents. 
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5. The swnple bIzbs of the 1973,. 1974 ^ 1975 and 1976 graduates wf^re 
reduced each year by about one-third due to attrition from the 
teaching profegsion or moving out of the geographical limltfl of 
the study. Therefore, the findings of the study may be limited 
In their appllcabl'llty to the population of graduiites from the 
Unlvtifsity and also other instttutlonsi 

Ll'iil tatluny i through 4 above were iraposed in order to make the study 
more feasible regarding the followup of the graduates * Voluntary rtlci-- 
patlon was deemed necessary due to the extenslvr collection of data and to 
the GODperatlon required frpm the subjects for classroom observations and 
'completion of forms. The limitation of a lOO^raile radius of Cookevlllej 
Tennessee, was necessary bpiause of the limited travel funds available and 
the time available for the research assistants to visit in the claBsrootnB 
of the participating subjects* | 

i 

Procedure 

The purpose of this section wfis to provide the reader with a brief 
^"description of the procedures employed in collecting data utilized in this 
study* This section was concerned specifically with selection of subjects,- 
irapleiDentation of the studyj training of staff, and methods of data collec^ 
tlon and analyses. Figure 1 shows a PERT chart of the major activities of ' 
the project fpora September, 1977 through June, 1978, In order to conserve 
space the reader is referred to Reports 74^4, 75^4 * 76-1 and 77^2 (5s6,7,8) 
for a more complete description of .such topics as Instrumentation and 
training of observers, 

Selectlofr of Subjects 

Five groups of subjects participated In the 1977^78 phase of the, pro-- 
ject. The first group of individuals (1971, 1972 ^ and 1973 graduates) was 
participating in the project for the fifth year^ while the second group 
(1974 graduates) was piarticipating for the third year. The third, fourth 
and fifth groups consisted of those individuals that received either the 
B.S. or M.A. in, respectively, 1975, 1976 or 1977* Table 1 shows a summary 
of the number of individuals (by year of graduation) participating in each 
phase of the study, and Table 2 shows a summary of the grade level in which 
the subjects were teaching during 1977'-78* 

Table 3 shows a summary of the reasons and number of individuals fail-- 
ing to participate in the 1977='78 phase of the study. This table shows the 
ntnnber withdrawing from the study by original date of graduation from the 
University r Between 1976-77 and 1977-^78^ 21 individuals withdrew* 17 indi- 
viduals (54.8 percent) felt the objectives of the project were not compat-- 
able with personal objectives, 1 individual (3,2 percent) moved into a non- 
teaching position in the schools, 8 ^dividuals (25* percent) left the 
teaching ^rofeaaion and 5 individuals (16.1 percent) gave no reason or could 
not be located. The overall attrition between the two years was 31 indi- 
viduals or 32*3 percent* This figure ia comparable with the level of 
attrition between the first and second, second and third and third an^! 
fourth years of the study (6,7,8). 
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Sumar y of ActlvitijS 



1-4 nnall^e Flani for Visiting Subjieti in 

19?3-7fr Phasii of Study 
hi traiflini of Obsemri 
5^^ Continuing Contact With Other Projeets 

and Survsy of ths LitQraturi 
6-7 Survey All 19?? Gtiduatcs 
a.9 Conduct Other Rslatiil Studies 



9-10 PripiW Reports of iRilitid Studiis 

?=11 Silict Saaipls of 19?7 OraduaEes for 
Intensive Study as Part of Followup 

U-12 Maki School Visits on 19?? Graduites 

134^ Hake School Viiits on 1973-76 Graduat^ 

12-15 Compliti Mporti and Subiit 

15— Bsgin Making Plans for 197S'79 Phase 



Figure PERT W of Major Activities foi: im-?a. 



Table 1 ■ 

Niffliber of Subjects by Year of Graduation Participating 
in Each Phaae of Study 



Phase of Study 1970 1971 1972 1973 1974 1975 1976 ■ 1977 Total 



X973-74 


0/6* 


0/12 


0/19 


4/18 








— 4/49' 


1974-75 


** 


0/8 


0/14 


4/10 


16/33 








1975-76 


*A 


0/6 


0/12 


0/8 


8/18 


12/32 




20/76 


1976-77 


** 


0/5 


0/12 


0/6 


6/15 


5/20 


5/21 


16/79 


1977-78 




0/4 


0/7 


1/4 


6/8 


5/13 


2/14 


23/30 37/80 



* No, M,A./No* a*S, 
** Dropped from study by original design* 



Table 2 

Sample for Intensive Followup 1977^78** 



Year 


K 


1-3 


4-7 




8-12** 


SPED 
• 


Tota: 


1971 


0/0 


0/0 


0/1 


0/1 


0/2 


0/0 


0/4 


1972 


0/2 . 


0/0 


0/1 


0/1 


0/1 


0/2 


0/7 


1973 


1/0. 


0/3 


0/0 




0/1 


0/0 


1/4 


1974 


1/1 


0/1 0/1 


1/2 


2/3 


X/0 


1/0 


6/8 


1975 


2/3 


0/3 0/1 


2/2 


0/2 


1/2 


0/0 


5/13 


1976 


0/1 


0/3 0/1 


0/4 


1/0 


0/2 


1/3 


2/14 


1977 


3/0 


4/5 0/1 


6/5 


0/4 


6/6 


4/9 


::3/30 


Totals 


7/7 


4/15^^ 0/4 


9/15 


3/11 


8/14 


(3/14 


37/80 


* No. M.A. 
** Teaching 


/No. H,A. 
nruns ' 


8-EnBllsh, 4- 


•Mntli, 4-Mus.le, 2- 


■Sclunco , and 


1 unch 


in 



Phyalcnl Iducnr. tun, Business and Vocntlonnl Agrlrulturu , 



ERIC 
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Table 3 



Reasons and Numbet of Individuals Dropping out of Study From 
1976-77 to 1977-78 (By Year of Graduation from University) 

♦ 



Reason 


1971 


1972 


1973 


1976 


1§75 


1976 


Tocal 


Felt Objectives of Project 
wore not comparable with 
pereonal objactlvea 


1 


2 


1 


4 


5 


4 


* 

17 


Moved into non-teaching 
position in schools 


0 


1 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 




n 


1 

X 


u 


J 


d 


n 
Z 




Other Reason 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


Unable to Locate (No 
response to questionnaireSs 
phone c^lls or no forwarding 
addreea at Post Office) 


0 


0 


0 


1 


0 


3 


4 


Total 


1 


A 


1 


8 


7 


10 


31 



As a part of the routine followup activities of the Office of the 
Associate Deani all 1977 graduates of the teacher eHucatlon programs were 
contacted in the late fall of 1977 (304 B*S, graduates and 145 H,A, graduates) 
As a result of this initial survey (9) , all graduates who were teaching with- 
in the defined geographical limits of the project were contacted by mall and/ 
or telephone and asked to participate In this study , A total of 30 B* S, 
and 23 M*A* level graduates volunteered to participate (see Tables 1 and 2). 

Figure 2 shows a map of selected portions of Tennesaae, The numerals 
within each county indicate the number of Individuals who participated In 
the study during the 1977-78 year* Table 4 shows a auramary of the number of 
individuals by year of graduation participating from each county*- 

Instruin enta tidn 

Inscrumentatlon for the 1977--78 atudy was idontlcal to that usad dui Lng 
the past, several years of" the project. The reader la ref erred to Report 7 7^2 
(8) for more Information with regard to Instrumentation, 

Tralntng of Obaervnra 

The procedurt»H for the training of qbso^urB wore outlined In Reports 
74-4 rtncl 77-2 (4,3), 
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Figure 2, Number of Participants By County in 197? -?8 Phase of Study (Nsin) 
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Table 4 
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• Nimber of Subjects by Date of Graduation and 
County in Which Teaehlni In 1977^78 



Coiifif»v 


1971 1972 


1 Q7^ 


107^ 


1 Q 7^ 


1 Q 7A 
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Totd 
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o 
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1 1 




H 












1 

JL 












d. 


Roane 








2 




1 


3 


Robertson 










2 


1 


3 




JL 












X 


Sequatchie 






1 




2 


1 


4 


Scott 




1 








1 


2 


Smith 


1 






2 f 


1 


1 


• 5 














1 


1 


Van Buren 










1 


1 ^ 


2 


Warren 


2 








2 




4 


White 






1 


4 




6 


11 


Wilson 




1 








2 


3 


Totals 


/♦ 7 


5 


14 


18 


16 


53 


117 



Collection of D^ta 



D^ta for this study wiif e collectad by mail eurveySi interyiewa and 
obaervatlona in the clasaEaonia gradu^ttea, Initially , all subjects were 
contactad by niatl and dateii were set for ohaeK^vatianal visits by the graduate 
MMatch ^aslitante (both previous suhjecta and new aubjecta in the study), 
'niaaa dates were verlf^led %fi;th the appropriate adtnintstratlya authorities in 
each aehool and school system. A letter explaining the project in detail was 
^ent to all aubjectSp prlncipalSp and superintendents. The subjectai thalr 
principals and superintendents were Invited to make cotwnenta and suggGstlons 
for conducting the study. 
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r Each subject was vialted on at least one occaglon by the trained 
graduate aaslatant. The obTirver spent approKlTOately a half day in each 
subject's classroom and completed f^oni two to six 20 inintite periods obserY*-^ 
Int using a ten category system of Interaction^ analysis. At the completion 
of all obsewatlonss the Classroom Observation Record and the Tuckman 
Teacher Feedhack Pom were corapleted. 

The appropriate version of the Student Evaluation of Teaching (SET) 
was administered during the visit. The InstriOTent was completed by at least 
one class of students* Wille the atudents were completing the SET, subjects 
who were parciclpating in the project for the first year completed the 
California ?'-Sdale* 

During the course of the. day thm observer interviewed each subject with 
regard to their opinions and Ideas about the teacher preparation program of 
the University* Also, the observers asked each principal to complete the 
pTlnclpals Questionnaire and also the Teacher Evaluation by Supervisor Form, 

Pertinent data such as quality point average^ National Teachers Exami- 
nation a cores » etc, were collected from the peraanent records of all 1976 
graduates* 

Analysis of Data 

Basle descriptive and inferential statistical methods were used tff" 
analyze the date* These techniques are described in more detail at the 
appropriate points in this report. 

Summary 

In suranary this chapter contains a brief overview of the total operation 
of the 1977-78 phase of the longitudinal study of the graduates of the 
teacher education programs of Tennessee Technological University, Included 
in this chapter was a sunsmiary statetnent of the major purpoeea of the project, 
limitations of the study and the major procedures employed in conducting the 
study. Figure 3 shows a chart nf the major sources of data instrumentation 
employed in the evaluation of the graduates* It will be noted that data was. 
gathered from f bur major sources including self or personalp from supervisors 
and principals, students of the graduates, and by independent observers* In- 
cluded in the chart is a listing of the major instruments used in gathering 
data from the four primary sources. The major purposes and procedures of the 
project have remained virtually unchanged over the past four years of the Study. 
It is felt that the information available from this report and the companion 
reports completed in 1974, 1975, 1976 and 1977 will be useful to those indi- 
viduals attempting to replicate this study. It should be pointed out that 
additional infoi^ation and specifics related to methodology employed in this 
study are available from the Office of the Associate Dean, College of Educa- 
tion. 
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Source 



Instruiintition 





Quality Pe, Aviragei 
at. Tiaeher Um> 
Pirsoiiility F^icali 
Silf Rirings, Etc. 



'MNCIPALS 01 




SUPERVISORa 





Principal 'i Quiitlotmilri 
Tsichar EvaL by Sup. Fori 



STUDMtS ■ 







St. Evil, of Taichrl 
St. EvaL of Teach.-ri 




Glassrooi Ob. Record 
Interactloii Analysis 
Tucloiiiii Teichar Fiidbsck Fori 




Prograa Dtye 
ind Modifica' 



it^ft J 



Figure 3, Suimary of Sources of Data, Instrunintitlon and Use of Data. 
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CHAPTER II 

P]^SENTATION AND MALYSES OF DATA FOR 1977 GRADUATES 

Chapter U contatng a prtaentation and analysaa at data for uhpae 
Indivlduala who received either the B,S. or M,Ai in 1977 and were partial^ 
patlng *^ln the atudy for the ftrat time- The ample eaneisted of 30 Indi- 
viduals who, had received the B*S. and were In their first year of teaching 
and 23 Individuals who had received the M,A. and .were returning to the 
clasarootn as a teacher. The mean years of experience in the classroom for 
the H,A* level graduates was 5*1 years CSD^3*0), Meatii^ standard deviations, 
frequency counts » correlations and appropriate statlatlQBl teste were pva^ 
sentad in tabular form for the variables studied, iKplanatory infonnation 
was Included to facilitate the reader's underitandlng and usage of the report. 

The data were presented In ten parts with each corrispondlng to a major 
Instrument used to gather Information* Each^ section contained iumary ata^ 
tistlcs as well as a dlscuislon of the relevant variables that were corre- 
lated in the study, ^ Tables 5^ and 6 show intercorrelatlon inatrlcs of selected 
variables for respectively the B*S. and M,Ai graduates* Only variables 
significant at or beyond the *05 level were dlecussad in the remainder of 
. this report. ^ 

An understanding of Chapter I of this report la essential for the 
effictlve utilization of the remainder of .the reports AlsOj Reports 74-^4 * 
75-=4s 76--1 and 77-*2 should be useid as companion guldea to obtain additional 
Information that may be of interest to the readeri The attention of the 
reader is also called to the AppendiK to this report, The AppandiK contains 
a complete listing of all itudies that have been conducted in the past eight 
years that may provide additional useful infomatlon about the evaluation 
studies that have been conducted by the College of Education* Selected 
reports contain copies of complete Instrimentatlon used in the studies. 

Career Base Line Data 

This section contains a suroary of preliminary career base line data 
for the 1977 subjects In the study. Included in this section la information 
taken from each subject's college transcript and other records available in 
the College of Education of the Universityt In general, It appeared that 
the subjects in this study may have achieved slightly above the mean for all 
graduates of the Coll.ege of Education. 

Table 7 shows a summary of the teaching level of the 30 B,S* and 23 
M.A* individuals. It will be noted that about 25' percent were teaching in 
special tdueation classrooms ^ 25 percenti at the sacondary level and the 
remainder in the lower gradea. 
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Tabic / 







M. A, 


To tal 


Percent 


PrfHchool (Incbid Jng kind t^rg^ir ten) 


0 


3 


3 


5.7 


Grades 1^3 


5 


4 


9 


17.0 




1 


0 


1 


1.9 


GradaB 6^7 


5 


6 


11 


20.8 


Momgr^dcd mlddlu school 


4 


0 


k 


7.5 


Grades 8-12 


6 


6 


X2 


22.6 


Special EducatlDn 


9 


4 


13 


2^.. 5 



The iflean quallty^ pDlrit average in the major teaching field of the B,S. 
graduates Wiis 3.39 rhls value approHlwted the mean major fluid 

quality point average of graducites who had participacGd In the first four 
years of the acudy. The meati overall undergraduate quality point average of 
the B.S. graduates waa 3.15 (SD^0p4O)s which also 4pprD3iinated that for 
par ticlpatita in the first four years of the study* The mean overall graduate 
quality poirit: average fox individuals receiving the M.A, was 3,76 (SD-0*25). 
The major field quality poltit average for the B.S, level graduates correlated 
algtilf Icaritly (positively) with principals ratings of approprii^teness of 
assigntoents, (negatively) with etudente ratings of knowledge possessed by the 
teacheri (negatively) with tha atudent talk/ teacher talk ratio from the use 
of interaction analysis and (poaltively) with the three factors from the 
Claasrootn Obsarvatipn Record. A similar correlatton pattern was noted for 
the correlatloii of overall quality point average vrlch the various variables 
under study* There were no significant correlations betwen overall quality 
point average and the various variables under study for the M.A, level 
graduatiS. These findings were somewhat in opposition to the results of the 
st:udy condudted In 1976^77. , 

Tventy--{our subjectg had conipleted the Araerlcan College Test prior to 
admlaslon to the Unlverilty, Mean scores for each of the four iub-^tests and 
eoffipoalte acore were shown In table 8, In general, the aubjecta had achleveti 
scorea abo^e the roean for all students enrolled In teacher education prograOTa 
and the University* - 

Mean scorea and standard deviations achteyed by^ the subjects on the 
Hattonal Teacher RKOTlnattons were shown in Table 9. The results indirnted 
that the iubjects had achieved at about the same level as individuals in the 
flret four years of tht etudyp Overall the aubjects ranked at about the 40th 
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percentilt! on the l^rof esslonai Education Test, abuut thu 65tii (jtu/cunLllij un 
the Teaching Area KxftiTilTmtion und the mean eomposltu scory waa nbout tho 
50th percentile. An ©jcaminatlon of the correlational patturn of scurys 
from the NTE with selected variables (Tflblcs 5 u d 6) rGvealed few signif- 
icant relationships. 

Table 8 

American College Teat Scores for B,S, CraduatoB (N^ZO 

Subtest Mean SD 

EngllBh 
Ma thGraatiCfi 
Social SclencG 
Natural Science 
Composite 



19.3 
17,5 
19.8 
20.4 
19. 6 



3.8 
6.1 

5.6 
3.9 
5. 3 



General In f □ rmatlon-Teacher Preparation Inventory 

All B.Si subjects were asked to cocnplete a rating sheet , with regard to 
certain courses and other areas of emphasis related to their teacher education 
program. Data were obtained from all 30 subjects and are comparable with in- 
formation from other studies of larger numbers of graduates (see Appendix for 
complete llBtlng of reports) . Table 10 shows the results of the survey con- 
ducted as A part of this study. This Table contains the percentage of Bub- 
jects ratings of each area. In general ^ the lowest ratings were given to 
the areas of (1) ability to work with parents^ (2) skill in nialhtalning 
diaelpllne, and (3) skill In working with estceptlonal children (the bright , 
the dullt and the handicapped). It should be noted that these areas have 
been rated as weaknesses in other studiFs conducted by the University. Also, 
these appear frequently in studies that have been conducted at other insti- 
tutions of higher education. 

The subjects were asked to rate the value of certain core education 
cQursea on^ scale of 5 to 1 (very satisfactory to very uneatisfactory) . 
Table 11 shows the results of this phase of the study, The courses receiving 
the lowest ratings were General Psychology, Social Foundations of Education, 
Educational Psychology, and History, and Philosophy of Education. In general 
the subjecta perceived more value In the courses InvQlvlng practical appli- 
cations and less value in the theoretical coursee. These findings have been 
In evidence in other studies (see Appendl^c) , 
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Table 9 

Nfltlonal Teacher Examinations Scores for 1977 Graduatea 



Tea t 



B,S. (N-27) 



1 ■ichlng Area Examinations 
Profeasltmal Educnclon rust 
Compofiite Scores 



r 




605.9 


61. 7 


57.8 


7.8 


1188.6 


101.4 



S89.1 
57,1 
115a.2 



*ConpieCed test as seniors at Tennessee Technologlcnl UnivefsJty' 



80, I 
12.9 
159. 9 



Table 10 



Percent Ratings of Varloua Aspects of the Undergraduate 
Teacher Preparation Program at Tennessee Tach by 1977 B.S. Craduates (N=30) 



ASPECTS 



1 > D 



IS 
1 1 



hi 
Ml 



I J 



SD 



il, AhilMV lo wiilk vvilh chililiiin 


1.0 


3.9 


17.5 


35.9 


38.8 


4.1 


1.0 


b. Aliiliiy lu vviirk vviih l al ic-.iaueii 


1.9 


6.8 


9.7 


34.0 


41.7 


4.4 


0.9 


c, Aliihty id woib. wilh prirontB 


8.7 


10.7 


19.4 


42,7 


15.5 


3. 7 


1.1 


2, Vour yufiBfiil kriiiwliidgo iind ufiiiuditiiniiiriii iif 
















a, Scianceii iind Miithefi,i!i!i;s 


3.9 


5*8 


20.4 


38,8 


22.3 


3.8 


1.1 


NufTttinitiiis 


0.0 


.5.8 


19.4 


35,0 


32.0 


4.0 


0.9 


K, Sin- 1,1 P Si:iiiM.-n!. 


0.9 


6.8 


18.4 


51,5 


16.5 


4.2 


0.8 




0.9 


4.9 


6.8 


43,7 


35.9 


4.2 


0.9 


1. Vour kcHiwIixfiii- .iiul ■irulc'iiliiiulinj) 111 tiu> iiiliiiii'tis whifh 
















you t«iich 


3.9 


1.9 


12.6 


39,8 


35.0 


4.1 


0.7 


i, Vour grularsiiiniJiMo of chilijriiri .nui vtiulh 
















a. Insight inin cauaoa ol hfih.ivrcu 


0,9 


9.7 


15.5 


38.8 


26.2 


3.9 


0.9 


b, SSi'll ill ftOiliini) wilh KlirilLitiLin.l! i;hi!iJriiii ilhij llhillli. 
















the dull, fhii handieiipoiiill 


6.8 


11. 7 


29.1 


26,2 


16.5 


3.5 


1,0 


c. Skill in maintaiiiirig disciplinB 


9.7 


11.7 


25.2 


31,1 


18.4 


3.8 


1.0 


. Vour undorsianuing o( th« naiufo ol ihL' lojriiiMH ocoi-ons 


2.9 


6.8 


17,5 


36.9 


27.2 


3.9 


0.8 


, Voui hoowleijgii ol soureos of tnnelung rn.iiernilu 


3.9 


8. 7 


18.4 


34.0 


28.2 


4.0 


0.9 


, Yout abiiilv to USB (oachinij mjiBfi.iis oKuctivuiv 


0.9 


8. 7 


14.6 


44.7 


24.3 


3.9 


0.9 


, Vouf knowladge and underitanding of : 
















a. Thti purpop^s ef the schoQl in iBlation to ti'O ovar^stl 
















Purpose of spt^ioty 


1.9 


0.9 


17.5 


37.9 


32.0 


4.1 


0.8 


b. Thij soenl Jtructuni o' IhK eorrvnunitv 3nrt its monriing lor 
















udueatioii 


3.9 


1.9 


18,4 


39,8 . 


27.2 


4.0 


0.9 


'ercentagos may not add. to lOO because 


of missing 


data. 
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TABLE 11 

I'ercunu uf Ratlnga uf Various Aspects of the Undergraduate t««chor 
Preparation Program at Tennessee Tech by 1977 fl.S. GraduateH (M»30) 




e s ti t* M t' n t 4* 5 



.1 = 


INTnOOUCTION TO TEACHING 


16. 


5 


14,6 


13. 


6 


20. 


4 


14.6 


]8. 


4 


3.1 


1,'2 


b. 


OtNEMAl. PSVCHOLOCi'i' 


5. 


8 


7.8 


22. 


■3 


35. 


9 


13. 6 


14. 


6 


3,2 


1.0 


e. 


HUMAN GHOWTH AND IJE VELOPS1ENT 


6. 


8 


12.6 


26. 


2 


28. 


2 


] 9 . 4 


6. 


8 


3.5 


1,1 


d. 


EOUCAriONAL MSVCHOLOGY 


11. 


7 


12.6 


IJ. 


5 


29. 


1 


14.6" 


14, 


6 " 


3.3 


1.4 


0. 


SOCIAL FOUNDATIONS OF tDUCATION 


26. 


2 


16.5 


3,8. 


4 


19. 


4 


10. 7' 


a. 


7 


2.7 


1.3 


1, 


MiSTOfly AND PHiLOSOPMy OF EDUCATION 


14. 


6 


15.5 


.8. 


4 


20. 


4 


15.5 


15. 


5 


3.2 


1.2 


s- 


EVALUATION AND UuiDAnCE 


6. 


8 


6.8 


15. 


5 


28. 


2 


30.1 


12. 


6 


3.7 


1.1 


h. 


METMOOS COuflSES 


2. 


9 


1.0 


9. 


7 


29. 


1 


42. 7 


4. 


9 


3.8 


1.5 


f . 


MICRO TEACHING 


5. 


8 


0.0 


" -7. 


8 


22. 


3 


38. 8 


25. 


2 


3.9 


1.6 


I- 


STUOENT re AC Ml NG 


2. 


9 


4.9 


4, 


9 


22. 


3 


59.2 


5-. 


8 


4.6 


1.2 



The subjects were asked to rate the quality of Instruct ion tn Che 
College of Education, Over 71 percent Mted the instruction m satisfactory 
to very satisfactory. However , on the nagative side over 16 parc^ent rated 
the Instruction as being unsatisfactory* 

Principal Evaluations ol Subjects 

The principal of each subject was aik^d to complete two inr^t:cuments 
designed to evaluate weaknesses and strengths of the individuals* The first 
instrument consisted of 59 items related to the teacher educatlpini program of 
the subjects and has been used for the past seven years in the evaluative . t 
efforts of the Office of the Associate Dean. Table 12 shows the Wean ratings 
for each item for the total group. There were no differences betwaen the 
B.S, and M.A, individuals. No area was rated significantly lo¥ by the ' 
principals* However, principals appeared to perceive a problem ^ith those 
areas marked with an asterisk (*) • 

Principals were also asked to cofflpl^t^ the Teacher Evaluation by Super- 
visor form. This instrmnent consists of four questions encompaaelng the 
following areasi (a) subject matter competence^ (b) relations with students, 
(c) appropriateness of assignments , md (d) QVerall effectiveness. Table 13 
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Table 12 

Moans arid StandaTrdl Deviations of Ratings o± Selected Itema by 
Princip^lw for all Subjects in Study (N-46) 



Uadarstudlng the goula of the sahool ^•7 0*6 

Personml Appeaxfanta 4,7 0^*^^ 

Enthiialasm for th# t^whing profession 4*6 0**^ 

Adaptability in th^ eXan^room 4.7 0*4 

Cooparatloa and dep^ndaTbility ^-7 0^"^ 

Attitudes toward ehlldv^m 4,9 O.A 

Attitudas toward fellow teachers 4,9 0*4 

Attitudaa toward supervisors 4,8 0« 5 
Accuracy in malntatritt)g official 

records and tw^porta ^^,8 Oi 5 
Understanding and using courses of study 

and curriculum guldi^.,^ , 4,5 0,4 

^Making affaetive use cotamunlty resources 4,1 0*3 

Handling disciplinary problems 4.3 0*6 
*Gattlng acquainted with the CQmnunlty and 

its people 4,4 0^6 
Keeping abreait of reaent professional 

developments 4,4 0^ 7 

Evaluating pupil ptogxmB 4,7 0.5 

^Motivating pupils who mm disinterested 4,4 0%5 

Relationships with parents 4,6 0^5 

Participation in profeaaiDnal activities 4,7 0»i5 

Potential for advancamawfc in the profession 4,7 O^S 

Relationships with fallow teachers 4,8 0*6 
Overall effectiveness of this person in 

cOTperlson with other teachers in your 

school 4.6 0*4 
Overall qualifications of this person to 
teach in your particular school 

sltuaf-ion 4,7 0.6 

1. Teaching personaUfcyf 

a. Ability to work i^lth children 4,7 0, 6 

b. Ability to work with colleagues 4.8 0» 6 

c. Ability to work ^th members of 

the Qomimlty 4,6 0. 5 

d. Ability to matntain a friendly 

diicusaion 4.7 0' 5 

e. Ability to lead a well-rounded lifep 

to enjoy work ^nd play 4,9 4 

f* Ability to work Vlth parents 4.5 0. 5 
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Table 12 (continued) 



2, General knowledge and underatanding ofi 
a. The physical sciences 



4,5 0*6 



4.6 0.6 



b. The biological sciences ^' ^ 0*5 

c. American culture and institutions ^'^ 

d. Art, music, literature, philosophy ^'^ 

e. Mathematics 

3i Ability to use the English language 
effectively 

4. Knowledge and understanding of the 

subject taught ^•S 0.4 

5. Understanding of children and youth i 

a. Insight into causes of behavior ^'^ ^'^ 

b. Skill In working with exceptional 
children (the bright, the dull' the 

handicapped) 0.5 

c. Skill in group work ^-^ 0-5 
*d. Skill in maintaining dlaclpline 0*9 

e. Skill in guidance of children ^'^ 0*5 

6. Understanding of the nature of the 
learning process 

a. Skill in helping students determine 

objectives 0.5 

b. Skill in motivating students 0^5 
. *c* Skill in pupil- teacher planning 0.9 

d. Skill in using a variety of teaching 

methods 0.7 
e* Skill In evaluating pupil growth and 
class procedures with pupils 

f , Ability to construct appropriate tests 
and learning materials 

g* Skill in the application of learning 
theory 

h. Skill in providing differentiated 

learning eKperlencea for various groups 

and individuals 0-5 
. 7i Knowledge of sources of teaching materials 
a* Printed materials 
b, Audlo^visual materials 
Cp Coomunity resources 
d. Library and library materials 

8. Ability Co use teaching materials effectively 

9. Knowledge and understanding ofi 

a. The purposes of the school In relation 
to the overall purpose of society 

b. The social structure of the comunity 
and its meaning for education 

c. The Inst 1 tut lotts of the comunlty 

d. The different value-patterns of social- 
. economic classes ^ 

The economic life of the comunlty 
f. Appropriate ethical behavior of the 

teacher 

* Areas of concern to principals. 

Er|c 34 



4.6 0.6 
4.4 0.5 
4.6 0.6 



4.6 0,6 

4.7 0.8 
4.3 0.7 
4.5 0.7 
4.7 0.6 



4.6 0.5 

4.6 ' 0.6 

4.6 0.6 

4.6 0.6 
4.8 0.8- 

4.7 0.7 
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ahows the mean ratings for each of th^i^ items for the 1977 graduates. An 
examination of the correlational pattern for the four variablas with the 
other factors studies Indicated resuita similar to those obtained In the 
past years of the study* 



Tabl^ 13 

Means and Standard Deviations ol Principals' Ratings of 1977 
Graduataa on Four Dimewlons of Teaching* 



Dimensions 




(N"27) 


M.A. 


(N=19) 


X. 


SD 


X 


SD 


Subject Matter Competence 




0.7 


4.8 


0.4 


Relations with Students 




0.6 


4.6 


0.5 


Appropriateness of Assignments 




' 0.6 


4.5 


0.6 


Overall Effectiveness 




0.6 


4.6 


0.6 


*Ratlngs are un a 1-5 scale with 5 fcieitlg 


the highest score. 






Persona 


llty Scale 






The California F-Scale Poms 


45 and 


40 were used to assess 


ope 


aspect 



of the personality of the subjects, th*^ F-Scale range of possible values 
was 28 to 196 with ill the mid-point, the lower the values, the more non-- 
authoritarian the indication. A total Qt 27 B*S, and 19 M.A. level graduataa 
completed the instriment/ The mean mmm wercp respectively , 100,9 (SD^23,2) 
md 104,1 (8^19), This indicated that the subjeeti in the study tended 
toward being non-nuthoritarlan. In c»pitju*sonj subjects from the four 
previous years of the study achieved man scores* respectively, of 112* 104* 
101 and 97, Thus the groups in the £lfth year of the study were similar to 
other first year groups. As in the four years of the study, there 

appeared to be little relationship betwen the level of authoritarianism 
exhibited by the subjects and other tmtotB in the study. 



Student EValuatiOjO o f Teaching 

Two forms of the Student Evalusifei^n of Teaching were employed in the 
study. The SET-I was used with childTW In thfe classes of subjects above 
the third grade * while the SET-II was uaed with children below the fourth 
grade level. The instruments measure similar traits. 

Table 14 shows the man and standikied deviation of the scores for 
each of the five factors and the compogtta score for the SET-1 for the 1977 
graduates teaching above the third gmd^. The maximm possible score for 
any factor of the composite score was 400* Highest ratings were received 
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on the factors of Friendly and Cheerful md Knwiedgeable and Poised. This 
was In agreement with the results of the past bhvee years of the. itudy. 

Table 15 shows the results of the adwinlstlTtttion of the SET-H in the 
claBsrooms of the Individuala teaching helw th^ fouirh grade. Hmn scores 
on each of the five factors were elmilar to tht r^sulLs reported in tha 
second, third, and fourth years of the study^ In general, the MvA. graduates 
received higher scores than the B.S, gradw^tea* 



Table 14 

Student Evaluation of Teaching^Ii 1977 Graduates 



Factor 




X 


sp 


M. A. 

X 


JN^IZ) 
SD 


Friendly and Cheerful 




333-8 




336.0 




Knowledgeable and Poised 




325.2 


34,4 


350,8 


23.3 


Lively and Interesting 




288a 


24,6 


301.7 


56,8 


Flrtn Control (Discipline) 




285,6 




304.5' 


88,6 


Noii=Directive (Democratic Procedure 




52. a 


262,7 


68.8 


Composite Score 




301.8 


33.7 


311.1 


38,0 


s 


Table 15 








Student Evaluation of Teaching 


g^Il (Qmdma K-3) 


1977 Graduates 




Factor 




li.S, 


.<Ji>»lQ). 








X 




K 




Rapport 




5.52 


0.61 


6» 23 


1.52 


Interactional Competence 




4.67, 


, 0.78 


4.90 


1.03 


Stimulating, Interaction Style 












(Combination of Rapport and 












Interactional Competence) 




9.37 




11,12 


2. 52 


Unreasonable fJegatlvity 




8.22 


x.so 


10.11 


2.75 


Foste ranee of Self =Es teem 




6.77 


0,76 


7.50 


1,43 
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An eKatnlnation of the correlacional pflitt#^.of the SET-I with Bmtm 
from other factors in the study approached thorn at tiv^t year sulsj^Kts in 
th« paBt four years of the study ^(1973-77) . No attempt was made to study 
the correlational pattern of the SET-II, 

Interaction Analysis 

-- - , - 

A ten category interaction analysis sysitew utilized to recoi'd 
observed classroom behavior of the subjecta* t\w uyBt&m propooed by 
Amldon and FlandcLS was implemented with th^ aid of three apecially 
trained graduat^^ assistants* A set of threii^ m four observations was 
made on each subject. Lacti set contained from two to eight 20-m±nute 
periods of observationt^ 

Table 16 shows a suroiary of the mnans md st«.ndard deviations o£ the 
various ratios for the observations. The dut^^q comparable with that 
gathered during the previous three years of the Study* 



Table 16 

Means and Standard Deviations for Interaction Analysis 1977 Graduntea 



Ratio 


B. 


S. 




M.A. 






X 


SO 


X 


SD 


IndirQcc/Direct Teaching (i/d) 


1. 


41 


1.51 


0.89 


0.56 


Indirect/Direct Teaching (I/D) 


3. 


06 




2.04 


2.75 


Student Talk/Teacher Talk (ST/TT) 


0. 


78 


1.07 


0.76 


0.83 


Silence/Total Teaching (Sil/Tot) 


0. 


32 


Q.as 


0.36 


0.22' 


Lecuure/Total Teaching (Lec/Tot) 


0. 


27 




0.36 


0.23 



The I/D ratio in Table 16 is above the % SO average for teachers re- 
ported in earlier studies. More indirect t^a^ahlmg haa been associated in 
some studies with higher student achievetnent mi positive attitude forma- 
tion. The 1/d ratio is also higher than thia ratio of less than 1,00 re- 
ported for the average teacher. The subjects Itt this study used more 
acceptance of feelings praising, or encouraging thm average teacher^. 
Other ratios in Table 16 are similar to the ratipa for teachers reported 
in other studies* 

Table 17 shows a sunraary of the ayierage peyq^ntage of time spent by 
the 1977 graduates at various grade levels acting in each of the ten inter 
action categories. In general, the amount of dii^ect influence increases 
from the lower grades through the upper grades of fehe secondary school. 
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th0 mmnt of time spent in lecture increased almost 40 pier^awt from the 
lo^^jf through the upper levels of the high school* Xnt^rccrrela- 

tion^ of Kifi.fteraction Analysis acoree from subjectfl (am t^hXm 5 and 6) 
lnditt«ftie4 wevtral rolnor eoifrelations M^lth scores from tha COR similar' to 
the l^i^^iUc^a obtained In paat etudlQa. 



Table 17 

hmm$^ Percentage of Time Spent by 1977 Graduate© by 
0,mA^ Levels Acting In Each of the Ten Interaction Cttt^goriee* 





1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


6 




8 


9 


10 


Grades <«-7) 




12.1 


1.0 


14.0 


10.0 


17,0 


i.D 


ai.a 


12.0 


12.0 




0.0 


12.0 


1.0 


13,0 


28.0 


17.0 




7.0 


15.0 


7.0 


Grade* <M^6) 


0.0 


7.1 


0.2 


10,2 


12.3 


13.1 


0.9 




14.1 


15.2 


Grades lO-lSS (N^4) 


0.0 


7.1 


1.3 


14,9 


38.3 


4.1 


o.a 


$.1 


16.0 


10.2 


SPEP (N^7) 


0.0 


15.3 


1.9 




8.1 


14.3 


1.0 


16,0 


13.3 


13.4 


AH Qm>Am i(K^27) 


0.0 


11.1 


1.1 




16.2 


13.5 


0.7 


17,6 


13.7 


12.2 



*CatagiDyie^...JM^ Indirect Influence Ol Tsacher; l^Aacept» fmltmB^ 2^Prlases 
or En'courages, S^Accepte or Vsm Ideas of Student^^ 4^A^ka Questions* 

Cate^grljgs J;-7> Direct Infiuence o£ Tuacher; S^Lecuring* 6^0tving Directione, 
7^Crt^iela£ing or Justifying Authority* 

£SMBSEiSE.&£» Student Talk; B^Student Talk-Reaponse^ 9^$t%x4mt Talk- 
tiditl^rtan- 

Cat<fttors^ 10^ Silence or Confuaion, 



Classroom Obg ar yatlon Record 

th^ GlmBtoom Obiervation Record ^as completed on mcla #ubj|€ct by the 
obsarv^ir^^ ^ft the conclusion of each vlalt. The InstrijiWOTt wmiBted of 22 
IteM^ tmt designed to assess pupil bahavlor and the tm&iinin$ 18 assess 
dlmataj^JiOrJi^ teacher behavior* Previous studies led to tlife eoi^clusion that 
the In^^^MW^nt was measuring three £mtoT§ as follows t Fa^cfcot t consisted 
of imm iOi 12, 14, 15, 16, 17, and IB and corresponded in pur^ to Ryans* 
Yo f^cjt^r 0f responsible p systematie^ buslnesslika versus liV^dirtg, unplanned, 
sllp^h^4 t:^^c^her behaviori Factor 11 wnaisted of iteme 6| If 8, 9, 11? 
13, I9ii 20^ II, and 22 and correspondad to Ryans' fact or off T^indly, 
imd©r^fcm4to8^ friendly versus alooi^ egocentric, restricted tmchBt be- 
havlotj r^^t^qr III consisted of item^ I, 2, 3, and 4 which d<ft#crlbed pupil 
behavl0l^ (1-^,2)* Scores from indlv^idu^l items were eumraid to obtain a 
factot awi^^^ Table 18 contained a iuroary of the meana mi standard 
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dcviatlonB for the thrive factor smicmn general B.S, level graduatGS 
received slightly higher scores than M*4* ^iraduatea* 

Significant correiations were m^i^A b^fc^een the variouo factors and 
other raeaaures for the B.S* level g^O^p^ significant positive correlfltions 
wyre noted between the factors and AMcfcj t^^^ttures as quality point averages 
and National Teacher EKarainations W^rall ef fectlveneBS as measured 

by principals' observations and to wowa the observations of etudonts. 

Significant negative correlations t^aw with several of the rneaaures 

from Che Interaction analysis data 'JTable 5), 



Means and Standai-d Deviation^ fov C^^tors from the Classroom 
Observation Recotd^ W'f'f Graduates 



Factor 












1 


SD 


X 


SD 


I 




3.8 


42,0 


10.3 


II 




3,2 


65.3 


16.1 


III 




a. 8 


23.4 


5.2 



Tuckman Teach ay ga^db uck Form 

The Tuckman Teacher Feedback F^m iVtff) was introduced during the 
1976-^77 phase of the study to add anotbav diwenslon of observation. Results 
for the 1977 graduates %^ere presentad tt\ f^hlm 19. Based on the results of 
the study, It appeared that the gradtj^t*a# mxm at or slightly above the mean ^ 
on all dimensions* 

As a further dimension to the ^feudyn ^XX data for the B*S,.and M*A. 
graduates were combined and Intercort^l^tviom^ were computed between the 
dimensions from the ITTF and the CO^^ Tbia results ware presented in 
Table 20, It will be noted that th^m ¥kt^ highly significant correlations 
between the various factors and dirae.ro Thus it might be concluded 
that the two instruments were measuring $iniXa^t a^reas of competency* 

An examination of the Intercorrelafctert® of the TTFf with the other 
measures used in the study, revaled a p^tetWW similar to that noted with 
the COR, These data have been omitted ttom the report. 
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Table 19 

Meana and Standard Deviations for I'our Dimenelons of the 
Tuekman Teacher Feedback Form,, 1977 Craduatea* 





p4menslon 












X SD 








I, 


Creativity 


31.7, 8.2 




30.4 




IT, 


C^amlsm (Dominance 
and Energy) 


31,9 6,5 




31,2 




III. 


Orgajoized Demeanor 

(Organization and Control 


36.4 S,9 




JO, / 




IV, 


Warnith and Acceptance 


39,5. 4.8 




38.0 




* Possible range 19-43 with 31 being the wid^point. Scores 
point tend toward the dimension. 


above the 






Tc 


able 20 








Means, Standard Deviations and Intercorrelatlons for 
From Claasroom Observation Record and Tuckman Teacher 

for Total Group (N^SO)* 


Faotor Scoraa 
Feedback Fanrra 






Factor 


1 


2 3^4^ 


5 


, ■ 6 





COR 



1. I 


43.5 


7. 1 


1000 


953 


W8 


757 


507 


8oa 


830 


2. II 


67. 7 


11.0 




1000 




737 


367 


700 


BkB 


3. Ill 


24.3 


4. 4 






lOOO 


618 


323 


Sb4 




TTFF 
4. I 


31.3 


8.0 








1000 


619 


690 ' 


m 


5. II 


31.7 


6.3 










1000 


546 


411 


6. Ill 


36.6 


5.3 












1000 • 


816 


7, IV 


39.0 


4,9 














ma 



*A11 correlations significant beyond the .01 level. Decimal points hmm b^en 
omitted* , " 
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Im %mmBtyp thim chapter has p^^flent^d m ovtr^iew of the Tmsults' of 
the flfch yssr ©f th# appllcdtiofi oi the ttinneasst Taehnplogical University 
raaelier Evsluattoci ItodaL to 1977 gr^dtiates of the Macher pteparattoti, 
ptogrmsi For th# fltst yaari a suffieiarft saapLt slsa of both B-S. and 
K«4> gtadtiatsi was used .Id tbt studyi niUB, sddltlmal a^tfparlsofis wete , . 
poaslblsv In gsaerali the caratv bdi£ data g^ther^d on thm S.S. 

aiAJsccs was COTpatsble to thdt f rota earlier studies , thm rdtings of 
th^ teaeh#r ptmpM^ttm program wer# comf arable with chost obtala^d duTiag 
tb^paat 0evsr*L years* In gaoersl^ the prlnetpale rated thfi subjerts quite 
highly In such ataaJ a^ ability to work Vlth fellw tsach«ii ithical ha- 
havier, aod knowladga of tha iubjeec ffstter taught* Ratlnge were generally 
higher for M.A* level sutjieti. Bm%d on oeasurei ohtalntd ^Ith the Call^ 
fcrnla F^Sfeala^ the subjiets tended bs fiOTe^rtiat nen^authorltarlan in 
their beliefs (agalfii slioHar to past groups), Efflploylng Interaetloti 
analysis I and other elassrooa obiervatlOl:l^A^^tolquei , re^aaled that th# 
gybjects were uaing Biore Indirect than direct teaching methods and were 
eachiblttng ©any of thi eharacfcsrlstlw of good teachers M reported In the 
llteratura. Student rat Jags, of the teaehers were alntlar to the results of 
past itudieSj with deroocratJc proceduje and dlaelpllne being areas of 
concsm* In generals the reiult^ art similar to past studies; hove varj 
differeacei waife noted tn the correlatLonal pat terns of the'saorea fron 
the parlous tDiasnreSi 

Refergucgg 

U 4yera^ Jerry B. Report 77-^2 .^^ rtpneepee reohnglogloAl Unlvsrelty^ 
Svaliiation btodtl-^Tfear IV| Cookevillei t^i Teftnasise lichnologlcal 
Unlverilty> College of Edticatloai 1977^ pp* 48-49* 

2. Ryana^ Pavld G, Chag^cj6r^Bt_les_Q|' reaehersi IpJashington: American 
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^ ^ ' CH^TER III 

" r^SEOTATION AND AMALtSES OF 1977 DATA FOR 1973 THROUGH 1976 B,S* SUBJECTS 

im co^ffApsONS wim data coii.ectbd about 1977 subjects 

Paring th# cQurst of Qpttstlon of thm TMOtasia Technologlctl tJnlvar^ 
Btty Taachtr Evaluation ModeLs data havt baatt eollietad about a numbet of 
variibles. Hhm v^tpoBm of cHls c^aptar is to prasant a brief luwaty of 
'^me i^f the taaafitlal data oolltcta^ about graduatis ti^ho sneered the study 
in 1973i 1974, 19^3 or ,1976 wd to vaks cDnpatisoiia across thrasi four, 
iad five yeara^ It eheuld bi noted that there tjs ather data analyses 
that 1*111 be parfDraed tfl tht fututa, Ths coapartsona presented In this 
chapter are what £ilt co be tastntial lii making deelslona with 

regard to contlntjatlon axid modlflcacton o£ the basic teacher evaluation 
fflodal* > 

Ihla chapttr Is tflvldid into two loajDr sactlons as followa: study 
of first year (1973)- aubiecci aorois five yearsi sicond year (1974) sub* 
Jicta across four years > and third ytar (1975) suhjscts acrpsa threa years! 
and cDtaparlaons of data about all flrat year flubjeeta (1973, 1974, 1975, 
1976 and 1977) fonr groups during their sscond year In the study, and 
chrsi graups during their' third yedr In the studyi The analyaas that were 
pirformed ware only repreaantetlve of the type InfoCTiatlon that was avails 
able or that can be obtained • . 



CotnparlaQn Study of Sjubjeots Who Have^^ Fivep Fo ur and three Ygajg 

Ihla section preaented a iunnnary of a cotfparlaon of the Information 
collected on those subjects ^ho Initially enteted the itudy in 1973 and 
hawi .riroalned In the project for fiya years * Comparison data ware .pre^ 
seated for four-^ primary Instrumente used in the study . The principal^ 
statlptical tool uaed to determine significant differences was the analysis 
of variance technique^ In 1973 a tptal of 53 subjects entered the prograin. 
This nuffiber has been reduced by attrition to 32 In 1974, 26 In 1975, 18 In 
L976 and 16 In 1977» 

Principals- Ratlnga 

Table 21 showed a comparison of the means atid atandard devlatlona for 
the principals* ratings of the subjects across the five year period* Use 
of the analyala of variance technique indicated there were no significant 
dlCferencea In the ratings given by the prlnclpali on each of the four 
factors of the Instrument across the three year period, The ANOVA table 
has been omitted. In general* the subjects received ratings In eKCees of 
4 sn a scale of 5 co.li with 5 being the highest posalble score* 

Tables 22 and 23 showed cqmparisone of the Mans and standnrd deviuciuna 
far the principals' ratings of the subjects ^h© entered the study In 197^* 
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aeress a fout y%mt period, atjd thMe who enteted tht study in 1975'acrQSS 
a three yeir period, Agatiip appllcstloTi of ANOVA indicated that there 
were no atgolilcant dlfferiiiws in Mttngs. 



Tat Is 21 

CoB^arisQo of Priociptls' Ratlngi k^vomu Five tpixo (1973^1977) 



<> 




f er B. S 


. SubJecCs in Study for Total Period 








Factor 


GRP 1973 (W«46) 
X sp 


GRP 
X 


1974(il52Sl 
Sp 


GRP 1975 (N«20) 
X SD 


GBP 1976 (N-16) 
% Sp 


GRP 1977(H«16j 

X , SD 


I 


4.1 




4. 1 


o.,a 


4.2 


0.8 


4.2 


0,5 


4.5 


0.5 


II 


4.1 


0.8 


4.1 


0.9 


4.2 


0.9 


4.4 


0.6 


4.4 


0.6 


III 


4.2 


0.7 


3,9 


0.7 


4.4 


0.8 


4.4 


0.6 


4.4 


0.6 


tv 


4.1 


0.7 


4.1 


0.8 


4.1 


0.8 


4. 2 


0.5 


4.5 


0.5 



rable-22 

Comparlaan of Princlpala' Ratings Across Four years (1974-1977) 
For BiS. Sutjeccs Vho Entered Study in 1974 



Factor 


GRP 19 74(Ws2?) 
X SD 


GKP 19 75 (N» 26) 
% SD 


GRP 
X 


19 76 (H*^ 19) 

SD 


GRP 1977(N«12J 
X SD 


I 


4 .□ 


0.8 




0.7 


4.4 


0.6 


4.3 


0.7 


II 


4.2 


0.9 


4.1 


0.8 


4.4 


0.7 


4.5 


0.6 


III 


4.1 


0.7 


4.1 


0.7 


4.3 


0.7 


4.4 


0.7 


IV 


4.2 


0.8 


4.2 


0.7 


4.2 


0.7 


4.3 


1.0 



Studerit Evaluatloii of TeacMtig 

rable 24 showed a cotnparlson of the mtana and acandaxd deviations for 
eaoh of the five factofs mi the cptal score (VI) for the Student Evalua- 
tion of Teaching for the flvp y©ar period 1973 through 1977 (for subjeets 
who entared the acudy In J9 73i Appltcfltion of the analysis of varlancfi 
techntque Indicated ch#rt wfe no Blgnif leant differencea in the ratlngii 
of the subjects by tholr atudefita across the five yidt pirlodi Similar 
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resulcs were obtained for aubjecti who an tered the study in 1974 and 1975 
aeifoss three or four yaar periode (Tables 25 and 26). 



Table 23 

i - 
Cofflparlaon of Principals' RatlQgs Across Three Years (1^75-1977) 
for B«S. Sybjeats Who Entsrad Study In 1975 





Factor 


GRP 
X 


1975.CN-30) 
SD 


GRP l976(N-i7) 
X SD 


GRP 1977CN-17) 
X SD 








4.2 




0.7 


4.2 


0.9 


4.4. 


0.9 






II 


4.5 




0.7 


4,5 


0.7 


4.6 


0.7 






III 


4.3 




0.7 


4.2 


0.8 


4.4 


0.8 






IV 


4.3 




0.7 


4.2 


0.8 


4.4 


0.7 












Table 24 














Compariaon of SET-I Scores Across 
For Subjects in Study for 


Five Years (1973-1977) 
Total Period 










GRP 19 7 3 (N- 35) 


GRP 1974(N»26) 


GRP 1975 (M*14) GRP 1976 (H^4) 


GRP 1977(N«11) 


Factor — 
X 

*» 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD X 


SD 


X 


SD 


I 


334.0 


51.1 


341.3 


40.8 


338.4 


44.4 331.0 


15.1 


309.2 


62:5 


II 


342.9 


53. 7 


347.6 


31.1 


355.0 


25.5 341.0 


27,1 


338.9 


31. ^> 


III 


304.8 


61.1 


297,3 


52.7 


298.0 


56.5 281.5 


29,2 


283.6 


65,7 


IV 


308,3 


37.5 


303.2 


38. 7 


300.2 


32.2 267.0 


14,1 


301.9 


32,1 


V 


250.2 


48.3 


260.0 


52.5 


275.9 


36.8 246.5 


31.8 


232.5 


57,1 


TOTAL -VI 309.1 


32.0 


313.8 


31.2 


311.5 


27.6 293.5 


23.5 


297.0 


41.7 



44 



31 



Table 25 

Comparison ol SET-I Scores AcrosB Three Years (1975-1977) for 
B.S. Subjects Who Entered Study In 1975 







GRP 1975 (N-19) 


GRP 19 76 (N* 7) 






'N>9^ 


Factor 


X 


SD 


X- 


SD 




X 


SD 


1 




347.6 


32.8 


350.7 


29.2 




328.1 


42.1 


II 




347.. 3 


24.3 


338.7 


31.0 




341.6 


30.8 


III 




303.5 


38.7 


303.3 


50.1 




298.1 


41.9 


IV 




304.8 


38.5 


286.4 


26.7 




304 . 8 


46.5 


.V 




247.5 


48.6 


279.4 


49.5 




262.8 


/ d m Q 


VI-Total 


310.1 


25.7 


311.6 


30.9 




304.6 


39.4 










Table 26 












Comparison of i 
For B.S. 


SEr-I Scores Acroas Four Years (1974-1977) 
Subjects Who Entered Study In 1974 






Factor 


GRP 1974 (N-21) 
X SD 


GRP 1975 (N^l4) 
X SD 


GRP 1976 (N=ll) 
X SD 


GRP 1977(Ns9) 
X SD 


I 


310.7 


43.5 


336.6 


31.2 


327.2 


39.3 


319.1 


69.4 


u 


314.5 


70.1 


356.8 


18.4 


344.1 


21.9 


346.0 


25.1 


III 


306.5 


, 36.4 


298.4 


35.6 


289.9 


60.0 


308.0 


74.3 


IV 


299.5 


48.6 


310.1 


32.2 


295.2 


63.5 


309.9 


49.3 


V 


242.2 


36.7 


267.4 


41.2 


236.2 


43.3 


256.6 


50.8 


Vl-Total 


295.9 


48.5 


313.8 


19.4 


298.5 


32.8 


307.3 


37.0 


Interactioii An 


alysis 















Table 27 shorted the neana and standard deviations acroas live years 
from the results of the application of the Interaction analyslei technique. 
In general, the indirect to direct ratio of teaching has increased each 
year of the study, whereas the other variables have remained nearly constant. 
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Application of Che AMOVA Indicated Chat no significant: ditiBmmm ^xlsced 
aoong the vaflables acroaa the five yaafs of the etudy. Similar findings 
were noted for iubjects in the study foif £our and three years respiictively 
(Table 28 and 29). 



Table 27 , 

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Analysis Across Five fmm 
(1973-1977) for B.S. Subjecta In Study for Total Period 



Ratio CRP 1973(N^43) GRP 1974(N'i26) GRF 1975(M?23) GRP 1976(N^16) QW 1977 (N^ 16) 





X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


K 


SD 


i/d 


0. 79, 


0.77 


0.71 


0.32 


0.47 


0.30 


1.15 


■1,47 




1.18 


I/D 


1.62 


2.00 


1.53 


1.07 


1.16 


1.08 


2.73 

r- 


2.41 


1,81 


2.52 


ST/TT 


0.61 


0.59 


0.55 


0.37 


0,39 


0,24 


0.58 


0.36 


0.71 


0.81 


Sil/Tot 


0.45 


0.95 


0,33 


0.35 


0.31 


0,27 


0.32 


0,32 


0,31 


0.22 


Lec/Tot 


0.50 


0.21 


0.44 . 


0.16 


0.59 




0.48 


0,25 


0.34. 


0.23 



Table 28 

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Aaalyals Across -Four tmw 
(1974-1977) for B.S, SubjectB Who Entered Study In 1974 



Ratio 



GRP 1974(N^31) uRP 1975 (N^Z6) GRP 1976 (N^15) GRJP 1977(N"11) 
X SD X SD X SD I SD 



1/d 


0,66 


0.46 


0.71 


0.49 


1.00 


0.79 


0,69 


0.41 


I/D 


1.33 


1.96 


1.93 


1.77 


2,37 


2.13 


o,ai 


0.66 


ST/TT 


0,78 


1.18 


0.80 


1.00 


0.55 


0.27 




0.40 


Sll/Tot 


0,51 


0.77 


0.53 


, 0.43 


0,18 


0.15 


0,32 


0.18 


tec/Tot 


0.40 


0.18 


0.47 


; 0,16 

1 


0,47 


0.39 


'0»40 


0.24 



ClaaarQom Obflervatlon Reeord ^ 

Tables 30, 31, and 32 showed compAriawei of the meana and standard 
deviatlone from three factors of the Cl###i^^^m Observation Record mtOBS 
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five, four mA three ymt^ Mipfictively* Again> the spplleatlon of the 
ANOVA indlcaced that %h^m ware few slgniflQatit differences across thi^ 
years. . 



Table 29 



Comparison of Ration ftom Interaetlon Analyala Across Three Yearii 
(1975-^1977) fo^r B. 5. Subjects Who Entered Study In 1975 



Ratio 


GBP isysxHwas) 


GRP 1976CN-14) 
X SD 


GRP 1977CN«1|) 

X. SD 


i/d 


0.7S 


0.40 


1.67 


2.02 


0.94 




I/D 


3.69 


2.69 


2.38 


1.48 


1.89 


a.46 ' 


ST/TT 


0.52 


,0.18 


0.77 


0.43 


0.52 


0.33 


Sll/Tot 


0.39 


0*28 


0.14 


0.19 


0.22 


0.13 


Lec/Tot 


0.52 


0.12 


0.61 


0.89 


0.39 





Table 30 

CQmparison of COE Factor Scores Across Five Xears (1973-1977) 
For Subjects In Study for Tot^l Period 



CRP 1973(N^46) GRP 1974 (^^26) - 1975 (N^23) 1976(N^16) GRP l^?? lNg 

Factor — — — — ^ ^ _ ^ _ 





X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X . 


SD 


I 


42.0 


4.8 


38,0 


3,9 


44.0 


3.6 


40.0 


4.0 


39,7 


6.8 


11 • 


65.4 


7.6 


59.0 


5.9 


65.9 


4.8 


63.6 


4. 7 


63,4 


8.1 


III 


22,6 


3.2 


19,9 


2,9 


22.8 


3.0 


20.2 


2.6 


23,0 


4,0 
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Table 31 

Cofflparlson of COR Factor Scores Atfrosa Four Ymtm (1974-1977) 
FDr B*S* Subjects Entered Study in 1974 



. GRP 1974(N^31) 1975CN^26) GRP 197 6 (W-15) GRP 1977 (N«12 

Factor ■ _ ^ ^ _ . «^ 





X 


SD .. 


X 


SD 




SD 


X ■ 


SD 


I 


38.1 


3.9 


44.9 


3.8 


40.8 


,4,0 


42.8 


3.7 


II 


57.6 


4.9 


67.2 


5.1 


61.1 


4.7 


65.6 


4.9 


III 


19 . 4 . 


1.9 


23.7 


2.6 


21.0 


2.1 


24.1 


2,0 



Table 32 

Comparison of COR Factor Saorea Across Three Ymm (1975-1977) 
For B,S. Subjects Who Entered Study in 1975 



Factor 




GRP 197S(N*28) 


GRP 1976 (N^ 15) 


GRP 1977(1 


j-17) 






X 


SD 


X 


%^ SD 


X 


SD 


I 




.43.3 


4.0 


39.9 


3.9 


43.2 


4.2 


II 




68,1 


5.0 


62.7. 


5.3 , 


67.7 


5.4 


III 




23.5 


3,0 


20.7 


2.5 


24.7 


2.3 


Comparls 


ion Stui 


iy of all First Tf ear 


Sub.iects 1973, 1974, 


1975, 1976 and 


1977 




And Selected Compi 


irlsons on 


Third and 


Fourth t&i 


le Sub fleets 





This seat ion presented a auEMttary of comparison ot the information 
gathered on all first year B.S. level subj ecta, i/ei , 1973* 1974, 1975, 
1976 and 1977 graduates * Comparison data #re presented Iwm eight 6ourc»3s. 
The principal statistical tool mmd to detemine signiJFiG^nt differences 
was the analysis of variance technique. The total nuaher of subjects for 
each year was as followsi 1973, N^49| 1974, N^33; 1975i N^32; 1976, N^-21; 
and 1977, H^30. 

National Teacher Examlnationa 

Table 33 showed the means and standard devlationa of scores' from the 
Teaching Area Examination, Professional Education Test Cnmposltu lor 
the National Teacher Ex^lnatlons for each of the five fmtB. Also shown 
is the composite score for all yearB. Application of ch^ ^nalyslH of 
variance technique for the data across the five years lirtdicated there were 
no significant differences* In general, the siijects aahiieved scores on 
. the NTl at or slightly below the 50 percentile (National l^orms). 



. „ Table 33, . ■= 

Compsrlaon of National Teacher? Examinations Scores 
For First Year B.S. Subjeet» X973-1977 by Year 



• 

Test 


GRP 1973(N»48) 


GBP 1974(N-27) 


GW^1975(N-28) 


GRP 1976 (N-2i) 


GRP i977(N-27) 


■ •# 


X 


SD 


X SD 


I SD 

.^.j^ . .-.^^^^ ^ 


X 


SD 


X SD 


Teh. Area 


















591/4 


66.9 


604.3 =75.3 


S90,4 85.5 


632.1 


54.5 


605.9 61.7 


Prof. Ed. 
















Test 


218.5 


31.1 


229.5 39.2 


axe, 4 49.9 


65.5* 


31.4 


57.8 7,'8 


Composite 


1,140.6 


114.6 


1,174.9 148.3 


. 14W,9 157.2 


1,228.8 


97.3 • 


1,188,6 101,4 



Exafflination a coring changed in 1975-76, 



Amerlean Collega Test ^ 

Table 34 ahowad comparative data from the results of the admin la t rat Ion 
of the American College Test lor all sul>j|iacti acroai the five year period. 
It should be notedl that studenta compl^^^d the ACT prior to admission to the 
freshman claes of the Unlveraity, No ai|ixifiaant differences were noted In 
the subtest or the composite scores fton ^ministration of the Instriment* 
In general, the subjects were above the mmn for all studenta admitted to 
the University during the period 1967 thwwgh 1974 (the possible date of 
initial admission to the University for th© subjects). 



Table 34 

Comparison of American Collage tm% Scores for First Year 
B.S. Subjects 1973-1977 by Year 



Area 


GRP 1973(N^32) 


GRP 197- 


ft 

4(N^27) 


GRP MB CN«25) 


GRP 1976(N*21) 


GRP 1977(N-24) 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


English 


20.3 


7.8 


19.0 


8.0 


20,0 


7.1„ 


19.9 


3.4 


19.3 


3.8 


Mathematics 


17.3 


8.5 


15.7 


5.7 


16, S 


5.2 


17.4 


6.2 


17.5 


6.1 


Soe. Sci. 


16.5 


6.8 


17.9 


8.7 


19a 


7.2 


19.3 


5,6, 


19.8 


5.6 


Nat. Sci. 


17.8 


5.3 


21.6 


14.9 


21.4 


11.4 


20.9 


3.4 


20.4 


3.9 


Composite 


19.5 


11.9 


18.7 


7.1 


20,6 


11.2 


19.6 


3.5 


19.6 


5.3 



Q uality Point Averagea • . 

Table 35 showed a cQmparison of the and standard deviations for 

a variety of undergraduate quality point ^V^vages in ielected subject 
matter areas for subjects acroaa the fiv^ ymtB of the study. ' In general, 
acrosa the five year period quality poinft 'm^m$&B have Increased; however, 
application of the ANOVA Indicated no ilp^fieant dlfferencea* ' , 



■ TaBXe 35 - 

Comparison of Quality Point Averages in V^yioM# Avmmm for First "Ymv 

B,S. Subjects bjr tmt 



.J 


GRP 197 


3CN-52) 


GRP 1974(N-32) 




ORP 1976<N-21) 


OKP i9?7(N»30) 


i 


SD 


X 


SD 


,1 


m 


' X 


SD 


I 




Soe. Scl. 


2.48 


0,58 


2.58 


0,74 


2.57 


0.71 


2.53 


0.69 


2.49 


^0.60 


Scletice 


2.43 


0.77 


2.55 


0.66 


2.72 


0.74 


2.49 


0.65 


2.50 


0.61 


Kathenatlcs 


2.55 


0.85 


,2.77 


0.75 


2.93 


0.9a 


2.93 


■ 0.90 


2.ao 


0.86 


English 


2.52 


0.65 


2,73 


0,58 


2.75 


0,65, ^ 


2.83 


0.62 


2,79 


0.68 


Ed. & Fsy. 


3.20 


0.47 


3.31 


0.38 


3.44 




3.42 


0.29 


3.30 


■0.31 


Major Field 


3.23 


1.31 


3. 30 


0.89 


3.28 


0.43 


3,40 


0.48 


3'i39 


0.40 , 


Overall 


2.84 


0.44 


3.04 


0,'72 


3.10 


0.40 


3.15 


0.48 


3.16 ■ 


0.40 



California F-Scale 
^. " ^ ■ ' ■ 

A comparison of the results of ths adffi^fti^tmtion of the Caltfo?'ni4 
F*-Scale to all fir'st year iubjects was ahowl in faWa 36* In general, the 
subjeota in the first year of the ^study t#rtdl#4 fea ^^hlbit more authoritari«>n 
tandenciea than did subjecta in the second m4 third year of the sttjidy, 
^plication of the analysis of vsrianca techrtiquie indicated no significant; 
differences between the four groups , " . 



Table 36 



Compariaori of F-Soale Scores for First Year 8^8. Subjects 1973-1977 by Y^at 





Scale 


r 

GHP 1973(N*40) 
X SD , 


GRP 1974CN^29) 
X SD 


GRP 197S(MU eW,1976(N^29) 
X S» X SD 


1977(N^27) 

X . SD 


icore 


112.6 9.5 


101.7 20.0 


101.9 14,2 97.1 15.9 


100.9 23.2 



Principals' Ratini^B ^ 

Tabla 37 showad the mean and standard d^VtWiTO of the prlncipali' 
ratings of the first year subjecta acroga tl^^ fiv# years of the atudy. 
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Applieation of the analysis of yaeiance techniqua ft9 the data indicated 
there were no aignlf leant -differences on each ot four factors serosa 
the five years of the study. Similar resulta mm noted for individuals 
In the second and third year of'the study (T«bl0« 38 and 39). 



Table 37 





CoBpartson of 


Princlpi 


Is' Ratinj 


is for Plrst Year B.S* 


Subjects 


by Year 1973-19?? 






GRP 1973(N*46) 


GRP 1974i 


[N-29) 


GBP 1975CN<«29> 


mB 1976 (N-21) 




Factor "'"s- 

X 


SD 


X 


SD 


• X , 


m 


X 


SD 




m 


\l 


, 4 a . 


0.7 


4.0 


0.8 


4.2 


Q.7 


4.3 


0.6 


4,2 


0.7 


Il\ 


4.1 


0.8 


4.2 


0.9 


4.5 


Q,7 


4,4 


0.7 


4,4 


0.6 


III 


\ " 


0.7 


4.0 


0.7 


4.2 


0*7 


. 4,4 


0,7 


4,2 


0,6 


IV 


\ 4.1 

\ 


0.7 


4.1 


0.8 


4.1 


0,7. 


4.4 


0.7 


4„P 


0.6 



Table 38 



Comparison of- Principals' Ratings for B.S. Groups At Hme of Being in Study 
for Second Year (1973, 1974, 1975 and 1976 Gradu«t«a itt 1974, 1975, 1976 and 1977) 



Factor 


, o 

GRP 1973(N^28) 
X SD 


GSP 1974CN^26) 
X SD • 


; 

t 


1975(N*17| 
SD 


I so 


I 


4.1 


0.7 


4.2 


0.7 




0.9 


4,8 


' 0.4 


11 


4,1 


0.9 


4.1 


0.8 




0,7 


4,4 . 


0,7 


ni 


3.9 


0.7 


4.1 


0.7 




0.8 


4,4 


0.5 


IV 


4.1 


0.8 


' 4.2 


0,7 




0.8 


4,6 






Student 


Evalijiatlon of 


Teaching 










1 



Table 40 showed the means and atandard (L^vtatlons for the first yeay 
aubjects across the five years for each of Ch« tmtmB of the SET-1 end 
the total score (VI). Table 41 showed Blmll«.;f 4W» for all subjeeta during 
their second year in the study and Table 42 «bow« the reaults for third 
year aubjecte. Again the application of t-ha »nftly»lB of variance or t-test 
tachnlquea Indicated no significant differenc^B ftcross years. 



ERIC 



51 



Table 39 



38 



Con^ariaon <»t frlnclpala' Ratings for i&*S, Groups at Tltte of itt Study 

^ot mart tmt (1973» 1974 and* 197S Sraduates In WU, 1977) 





Pactoy 


ms 1973(N«20) 

it 

X SD 


. im 1974 (N- 19) 
' X SD 


iOM 1974(N-17) 
» SD 


A 




J 


4.2 .. 


0.8 


4. 


4 


0,6 


4,4 


0.9 


- 


t 


II 


4.2 


o.r 


4. 


4 


0.7 




0,5- 






ill 


4,4 


0.8- 


4. 


3 


0.6 


4*4 


0.8 

t 






IV 


4.1 


0.8 




2 


0.7 




0.7 








'V^V^VPi^^'i^SiS. - 




Tabl« 40 














CoBpariae»a of SlT^l Scores 


for Pirsc Year Subjecta 


Aeroaa Five 




1973-1&77 






Factor 


GRP )Snm*^> GRP 19 74 (N* 10) 


GSJP W7S(N-19) GKP 1976 




Qm 1977 (N»l| 


X 80 X 


SD 


t 


SD 


X 




X 


s» 


■1 


344,5 45,8 307.9 


56,8 


347.6 


32.8 


* ■344,7 , 


32,3 


333.8 


43.5 


II 


346,6 . 38,3 309.6 


, 70.4 


347,3 


24.3 


331,8 




325.2 


34,4 


111 


307.1 $3.& 299.1 


57.1 


303,5 


38.7 


292,3 


3a*, 9 


288.1 


24,$ 


IV 


306.6 , 31. a 312.6 


37.5 


304, a 


38.5 


294,2 


i7,4 


285.6 


51,9 


V 


255.9 44.9 236.0 


55.6 


247,5 


48.6 


273,8 




249.1 


52,8 


Vl-Total 


315.6 as 


,4 292.8 


34.2 ' 


31® 


25.7 


307,' 3 


ao,o 


301.8 


33.7 
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Comparison of SET-I Scorei for B*S* OVOU^I IPlme of Being in Study for Second 
Year (1973, 1974, 1975 and 1976 Gv#4w»tfe^« in 1974, 1975, 1976 and 1977) 

II -1 III-- II . 1 If -ii... ... ....... - - - 1 1 1^1 Vi-ri^-TivAWifri^^[TiVrViVrririi. f- n-n-r- - ' Hf^* 


Factor 


GRJP 1973(N-25) 
X SD 


— 'ir"'iTi."'i"i"r.i'ri"i"i-"rri'""'*i''. r_ 

X m 


GRP 1975 (N-7) 
X SD 


GRP 1976 (N^S) 
X SD 


1 ' 


293.8 .37.6 


336.6 




350.7 


29.2 


338.1 


49.5 


II 


361.6 71.9 


356.8 


3,8. 'ft 


338.7 


31*0 


337.3 


32 . 7 


Ill 


313.4 43.0 


298.4 




303.3 


50.1 


304.0 


41.0 


IV 


265.8 48.2 


310..], 




286.4 


26.7 


300.4 


32.7 


'■• V 


243.6 ■ 40.2 


267,4 


da ' 


279.4 ^ 


49.5 


263.9 


43.2 


Vl-Totaf 


295.6 47.7 


313.8 




211.6 


30.9 


308.6 


29.8 
















Comparison of SET-I Scores for 
Year (1973, 1974 and 


B.S. 
1975 


l$mv(p»:'m. Time of Being in Study for Third 
Gmiummn in 1975, 1076 and 1977) 




Factor 


GRP 1973(N^14) 
X SD 




, eit 1974(N^11) 
1 SD 




GRP 1975 (N^9) 
X SD 


I 


338.4 44.4 






3iw 




328.1 


42.1 


II 


355.0 25.5 






"21.9 




341^6 


30.8 


III 


298.0 56.5 






60.3 




298.1 


41.9 


IV 


300.2 32.2 




2 


63.5 




304.8 


46.5 


V 


275i9 36.8 




, . ma 


43.3 




252,8 


72.8 ' 


VI-^Total 


311. B 27.6 






' 32.8 • 

■ 




304,6 


39.4 
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Table 43 , 

* ■ .. * 

Comparison of Ratios from Interaction Malyits for flifst Year B»S. Subject:| 19?3^1977 



Ratio 


GRP 1973(N«39) 


CM 1974(N»31) 


GRP 19750«'38) 


Gl^ 1976 (N^IS) 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


- X 


SD 


■ X * ■ 


SD 


X 


SD 


1/d 


0.98 


1.57 


0.65 


0.46 


0.75 


0,45 


0.87 


0.68 


1*AJ 


1.51 


1/D 


2.10 


3.60 


1.32 


1.96 


3.18 


3,25 


3.16 


2.94 




6.46 


ST/TT 


0.64 


0.61 


0,78 


1.17 


0.52 


0,19 


0.69 


0,50 




1.07 


S 11 /Tot 


Oi47 


■ 0.99 


.0.50 


0.76 ' 


■ 0.39 


0.36 


0.13 


0.13 




0,28 


Lec/tot 


0.51 


0.21 


0.40 


0.18 


0.51 


0*14 


0.45 


0\24 




0.21 



. ' . Table 44 

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Anaiysls iM B,S* Groupa at Time of B#in$ in 
Study forlSecohd Year (1973, 1974j and 1975 Gr^dmtes In 197A^ 1975 md WU) 



GRE 1973(N^28) GRP 1974(N^26) GRP 19 75 (N^14)- --"^^^^"^«tr IM&OA^W 

Ratio — — ^ ^ — / 4r — ^ 





■ -X . 


SD 


X 


SD 


X " 


SD 




SD 


1/d 


0.70 


0.31 


0. 71 


0.49 


' 1.67 


2.02 


it ^ 13 


. i.23 


I/D 


1".55 


1.03 


1.93 


1.77 


' 2.38 


1.48 




a, 91 


ST/TT 


0.58 


' 0.44 


0.80 


1.00 


0.77 


0.43 




0.,25 


Sll/Tot 


0.34 


0.36 


0.53 


0.43 


0.14 


0.19 




0*25 


Lec/Tot 


0.45 


0.16 


0.47 


0.16 


0,61 


0, 89 


,o.a9 


0.21 


Int« 


iractlon Ar 
Table 43 


lalyais 
showed the 


means and 


standard 


dleVianlons 


for th'i 


five raftia^ 





"^derived from the usa of Interaction analysis ^%th the titBt year subjeata^ 
Results of the application of the analysis of Variance technique to fch^ 
data indicated a significant difference (%t *05 level) in th^ h^atVim/t 

* Total ratio. Application of the t-test Indlamt^i^d that there were sl|tti0i^ 
cant differences between first and second and third and second and filth 
and all other year subjected The Lic/Tot ratitt was significantly Xomt iw 
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the 1974 and 1977 groups. No explanation can be offered for the apparent 
lower Lec/Tot ratio for the groups, 

Tables 44 and 45 showed similar results for all second third year 
subjects respect Ively* Appllaatlon of analysis of variance Indicated no 
algnlf leant differences. 

Table 45 

Comparison of Ratios From Interaction Analysis for B,S* Groups at Time of Being in 
Study for Third Year (1973, 1974 and 1975 Graduates in 1975, 1976 and 1977) 





CRP 1973CN-23) 


GRP 1974(N»241 




GRP 1975CN=18) 


Ratio 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 




X 


SD 


i/d 


0.47 


1.08 


1.01 


0.79 




0'.'94 


0.69 


I/D 


1.16 


0.30 


2.37 


2.13 




1.89 


2.46 


ST/TT 


0.39 


0.24 


0.55 


0.27 




0.52 


0.33 


Sll/Tot 


0.31 


0.27 


0.18 


0.15 




0.23 


0.14 


Lec/Tot 


0.59 


0.16 


0.48 


0.39 




0.39 


0.18 


Classroom Observation Record 












Tables 


46 through 


48 showed 


the results of 


the use 


of the Clai 


Bsroo^ 
No 




Observation 


Record for 


all first. 


second and third year 


subjects. 




significant 


differences 


were noted across the various g 


roups. 







Table 46 

Comparison of COR Scores for First Year B.S. Subjects 1973-1977 by Y,ear 



GRP 1973(N-42) 


GRP 197' 


i(N^31) 


GRP 1975(Na31) 


GRP 1976 (N=21) 


GRP 1977 (N-30) 


Eactor ^ 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


. X 


SD 


I 42.0 


3.8 


38,0 


3.1 


43.6 


3.0 


40.5 


3.7 


44.4 


3,8 


II 65.4 


5.1 


^.v67.6 


4,9 


68.1 


5.4 


61.1 


5.0 


69.4 


5.2 


III 22.6 


3.0 


19.4 


3,8 


23.5 


2.9 


19.7 


3,2 


24.9 


2.8 
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TabXe 47 

Compariaon of COR Scores for B.S, Groups at Time of Being in Study for Second Year 
(1973, 1974, 1975 and 1976 Graduaces in 1974, 1975, 1976 and 1977) 



Factor 


GRP 1973(N-28) 


Gm» 197^ 


i(N-26) 


GRP 1975 (NslS) 


GRP 1976 (NbI 5) 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


I 


38.0 


3.5 


38.4 


4.0 


39.9 


3.9 


44.0 


3.7 


II 


58.9 


3.9 


67.2 


5.1 


62.1 


4.8 


68.1 


3.9 


III 


19.9 


3.3 


23.7 


2.4 


20. 7 


2.9 


24.7 


2.5 



Table 48 

Comparison of COR Scores for B,S. Groups at Time of Being in Study for Third Year 
(1973, 1974 and 1975 Graduates in 1975, 1976 and 1977) 



Pactor 


GRP 1973(Na23) 


GRP 1974CNal5) 


GRP 1975(Ni^l8) 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


X 


SD 


I 


44.0 


3.7 


40.8 


4.0 


43.2 


4,2 


II 


65.9 


5.5 


61.2 


5.0 


67.7 


5.4 


III 


22.8 


1.9 


26.0 


2.5 


24.7 


2.3 



In siOTmaryp this chapter has presented selected data collected from 
other than first year subjects in the study* Also, a brief study of com-^ 
pariions of data collected over the five year period of the study was 
presented* Comparisons of data collected on the same groups of subjects 
across fives four and three years indicated few differences* Data collected 
on five groups of first year subjects, four groups of second year subjects 
and three groups of third year subjects also revealed few differences* It 
might be concluded that the subjects changed little over the fil^s years of 
the study and thatf "the graduates entering the teaching field have changed 
little over the pi^lod. Further study will be conducted in future years of 
the project to verify thtse results, Also^ additional analyses will be 
conducted to verify other hypothesized results. 
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CHAPTER IV 



SIM^RY, CONCLUSIONS^ RECOhMENDATIONS AND FUl'URE PLANS 

Thm objectives of the preeentation in this chapter were fourfoldi (1) 
brief smmnTY of the total evaluation study that was conducted In 1977--78; 
(2) BxmmBTy of the major concluglona of the study | (3) recoranendatlons 
basad on the conclusions of the studyi and (4) plans for the continuation 
of the study, 

ji^^ary 

Five groups of subjects (graduates of the teacher preparation program 
of Tcnnossec "achno logical University) were usad in the study as follows i 
(1) prior to 1974, 16; (2) 1974, 14| (3) 1975, 18; (4) 1976, 16; and (5) 
1977, 53 (including 23 M,A, and 30 B.S. graduates). Detailed data were 
collected on each subject by use of standardlEed inatruraents and specially 
conBtructed questionnaires atoinlstered by trained graduate research 
assistants. Also personal data about each graduate was collected from 
University records. Basic Instrimentatlon and procedures for the study 
were pilot tested during the first year and have remained virtually un- 
changed* TTie current yaar included: (1) University permanent records and 
transcript informationi (2) principals' evaluation of each subject by the 
use of two different instruments; (3) admintstration of the California 
F^Scale (only to those subjects who were participating in the study for the 
first time) to measure individual prejudices and anti^democratlc tendencies; 
(4) actainistratlon of the Classroom Observation Record and the Tuckman 
Teacher Feedback Form; (5) administration of one form of the Student Eval-- 
uation of Teaching to the students of the subjects; artd (6) a ten category 
Interaction analysis system to record observed classroom behavior. All 
data obtained in the study were classified, coded, and key punched for 
analyses. Descriptive statistics, intercorrelations and comparisons were 
computed • The major findings of the study were divided into three major 
parts, e*g*, first year subjects, comparlaons across time and by area, and 
special studieSi 

The major findings of the study for the first year subjects (1978 
graduates) were similar to those reported in the first four years of the 
study. Comparisons made between the B.S. and M,A* individuals Indicated few 
significant differences . Thereforei no detailed explanation of the findings 
will be given at this point (see Chapter II) . Comparisons across years for 
all first year subjects in the project Indicated few differences as did 
comparisons for subjects who had been in the study five, four, and three 
years. The differences that were noted were minor and in most cases no 
explanation can be offered for the changes. In simnary, it appeared that 
the subjects who had been in the study for more than one year had changed 
little* Also It appeared that those subjects who entered the study in 1977 
were little different from their counterparts that were In the initial year 
(1973-74) of the project. 
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Bnacd on the findings of tha study» several concluaions were advanced 
and fecommendationa made for continuation of the atudy. These follow in 
the next three Bections. 



ConclualonB 

Following are the major concluBiona of the study based on the findings* 
Tt should be noted that additional analyieB of the data are planned that may 
Bake additional conclusions warranted. This section is divided Into three 
parts: Use of the Evaluation Model, Evaluation of Graduates During 1977-78 
and Comparisons of Data Acroas Time. 

Use of the Evaluation M odel 

1. The plan of evaluation outlined in this report appeared to be useful In 
gathering Information for modifying and improving the programs of tea- 
cher education at Tennessee Technological University, 

2. Instrumentation employed In the study appeared to be valid and provided 
essential Infonhatlon with regard to the graduates of the teacher edu- 
cation programs, 

3. Hudlf icatlons can be made in the original model that can lead to more 
valid and useful information for an institution wishing to replicate 
the plan of evaluation, 

4* Some problems have resulted in the collection and analyses of data 
because of the attrition of subjects from the study. Additional 
attrition In the future may make it difficult to draw valid and reliable 
conclusions , 

5, Better and more refined methods are needed for training of the graduate 
aaslstanta in the use of the various observation instruments. It was 
felt that some of the significant differences that were noted in the 
study may have been due tc unreliable observations. 

Evaluation of Graduates During 1977-78 

1* The pupils of mora eKperlenced teachers appeared to be more alert, 
Inltlatlngi and resourceful In the classroom activities, 

2, Subjects with greater experience in the classroom appeared to be more 
fairj democratic^ alerti #nd have a brcadar base of behavior than the 
l^ss experienced teachers* 

3, Students of subjects in the upper grades felt that the teachers did 
not exercise enough control In the classroom, 

4, As peraeived by students^ the teachers in the upper grades were more 
directive In the Instructional activities than teachers in the lower 
grades. 
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5. Subjecta at higher grade levels were using significantly more lecture 
in the clasaroom than teachtsra in the lower grades, 

^* Subjects with higher quality point averages in education and psychology 
coursies had better relatlona with atudents and were in general more 
friendly and cheerful , knc wledgeable and poised, and non-dlrectlve in 
their teaGhlng* 

7, Subjecta vho achieved higher quality point averages in their major 
teaching fields tended to be more authoritarian oriented than subjects 
who achieved at a lower level , This was probably due In part to the 
fact that the large majority of the subjects were teaching in the 
upper grades where leas democratic and more authoritarian teaching 
methods were used or the subjecta were atteraptlng to complete a 
specified unit or curriculwn. 

8, Overall scores achieved by the subjecta on the National Teacher Exam= 
inatlons placed the individuals at approximately the 50th percentile 
which is comparable with other groups that have been studied* 

9, Ratings of various aspects of the teacher preparation program of the 
University by the subjects were similar to that of other groups of 
individuals, * 

10. In general, principals' ratings of the subjects were high. However, 
it should be pointed out that principals rated the subjects somewhat 
lower in their knowledga and understanding of the sciences and mathe- 
matics, lacking effective use of community resources, handling disci^ 
plinary problems, and Insight into characteristics of behavior. 
Highest ratings of the subjects were noted in the areas of ability to 
work with and attitudes toward colleagueSj ethical behavior under- 
standing the goals of the school * and cooperation and depenaabillty , 

11* There was a positive correlation between the principals' ratings and 
various items on the Classroom Observation Record and the Student 
Evaluation of Teaching* Based on the principals- observ^atlon (It 
appeared that) the subjects in this study possessed many of the 
characteristics of good teachers as reported in the literature, 

12. The subjects of this study appeared to be more non-authoritarian than 
authoritarian as measured by the California F=Scale- There were no 
significant differences in scores achieved by the subjects when ex- 
amined on the basis of grade. level or years of eKperience in the 
classroom* These findings are to some degree contrary to findings of 
other studies reported in the literature* 

13* Based on student observations^ the subjects were highly knowledgeable 
and poised; and on the negative side the students perceived the 
subjects as bel'g more directive than non-directive as measured by 
the Student Evaluation of Teaching* 

14, The subjects in the study appeared to be using more indirect than 

direct teaching methbds in their classrooms* Indirect-direct ratios 
based on the interaction analysis system used were higher than for 
comparable groups. 
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15. Other ratloe computed from the Interaction analysis obser^atlone were 
comparable to those reported ±h the literature* 

16. Many of the characteristics reported In the literature of good tea- 
chers were noted as a result of the administration of the Classroom 
Observation Record* 

17. There appeared to be few differences between B,S, and M.A, level 
1977 graduates* 

In general^ the subjects of this study possessed many of the charac-^ 
terlstlcs of good teachers as reported In the literature. As might be 
expected. It was difficult to Identify specific problems. Principals 
praised the subjects as did their students. However, it must be kept In 
mind that the subjects who participated in this study were voiunteers^ 
Therefore i some bias was introduced Into the total study that may make 
some of the conclusions invalid when applied to the total population of 
graduates. 

Comparisons of Data Across Time 

1, Subjects who entered the study in 1973 (the first year of the project) 
have changed little across the five year period, 

2, Subjects who entered the project In 1973, 1974p 1975, 1976 or 1^77 
appeared to be very similar in their first year of teaching. Either 
the University programs have not chnaged sufficiently for changes to 
occur or the instrumentation is not sensitive enough to pick up the 
changes* 

3, Based on the results of the very limited comparisons that were made, 
the subjects reached a level of teaching proficiency during their flret 
year in the classroom and this level has remained nearly constant 
across i.lve years. * 

In summary, the results, of the study lead to similar conclusions as 
in the past. Across the five years of the study, the subjects have remained 
almost unchanged and comparisons of the five first year grpups indicated 
few or no differencea. It might be further concluded that If there are 
differences in the groups, the present instrumentation is not sensitive to 
the differenceSi 



Recommendations 

Based on the conclusions of the study, It is felt that the following 
conclusions were warranted. These reconmendations centered largely around 
the continuation and modification of the study outlined in this report. It 
was left to the reader to make recomnendations relative to his individual 
problems and concerns and toward needed changes in the teacher education 
program of the inatltution. 
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1* The plan outlined In thin report should be replicated during 1978-79 
adding another group of lubjects who complated the B,S* or M.A. re- 
quirements in 1978. 

2. Continuing contact should be maintained with other institutions and 
agencies pursuing similar projects and the literature related to 
teacher evaluation should be continuously monitored. 

3. Consideration will be given to the use of other InstrtOTents to gather 
data as they becofne available. 

4* Furthei* analyses of the data should be nade employing more sophisti- 
cated statistical techniques such as factor analysis and discriminate 
analysis. 

5. Faculty of the Institution and other individuals should be encouraged 
to review the report and to request additional data analyses to fit 
their individual needs* 

6. Better methods should be developed to optimize the participation of 
subjects in the study. 

7. Faculty and administrators should be encouraged to make more effective 
use of the data that have been collected and to request additional 
information about points of interest* 

8* A more extensive data bank of Information on all students in the 

teacher education programs should be established. Thereafter, a more 
meaningful study can be made in relation to predicting the iuccess of 
graduates In teaching. 

9. Work should continue on the development of other phases of the total 
evaluation project^ I.e., instricnentation for use with Ed.S. level 
graduates and for those individuals in such fields as administration, 
supervision and counseling* 

Plans for the Co ntinuation of theStudy During 1978-79 

During 1978- 79 J particular emphasis will be placed on studies of 
graduates of the teacher preparation programs for the period 1974 through 
1978, Subjects who graduated prior to 1974 will be dropped from further 
study as per the original^ design. The potential population of 1974 through 
1977 graduates was 101. In additlonj a sample of approKimately fifty 1978 
graduates will be added to the study. 

Figure 4 shows an abbreviated chart for the major activities of the 
project during 1978-79. Inltiallyp three graduate assiitants will engagjB 
In intensive studies of the use of the observational Instruments, This will 
occur from approximately Septanber 15 through October 20. Concurrent with 
these actlvitleSj a schedule of visitations will be developed for the 1974 
through 1977 graduates that have previously participated in the study,. The 
101 individuals will be visited starting the later part of October, 1978^ 
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Sumary of AcEivitiei 



14 Finili^e Plans Ui VisiEkg Subjicts in 

• Wk-ll Phpis of Study 

2- 3 Training of Obssrvirs 

3- - Continuini Contact With Othir Projects 

and Survey of ths Literaturi 

M Survey All 19?8 Grayuitss 

3-9 Conduct Other Rslatid Studiis 



5-10 Prepiri Riports of /Relatsd Studies 

HI Select linpli of 19?8 Graduatio i'(;t' 
Intinsivi Study is Part of Followup ■ 

11- 12 Maks School Visici on 19?8 Gradustes) , , 
13-U Haks School Visits on 1914-?? Graduatis 

12- 15 Compltte Riports and Subsiit 

IH- Bigin Hiking Plans for 1919-30 Pliasi of Study 



Figure 5. ,PERT Chart of Major Activities for 19Ii-?9. 
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Vialtatlon will continue until the end of January or the early part of 
February, 1979. 

As ODon as pQsaible after the beglni^tng of the fail quarter, a survey 
questionnaire will be sent to all 1978 graduates (Fall, 1977; Winter, 1978; 
Springj 1978; and Siamner 1978) of the teacher preparation prograiiB of the 
University. At thli9 aaine time the 1978 graduates will be asked to partic- 
ipate in the study. It is anticipated that a sample of 30 B.S* level 
graduates and 20 H*A. level graduates will hfi selected* During the early 
part of the w^lnter of 1979, a schedule of visitation for these individuals 
will be prepared. During the late winter and spring of 1979, these 
Individuals will be visited for purposes of observation and gathering base-- 
line data. Particular attention irtll be given to a study of the graduates 
of the M*A, program who are in the classroom. 

Beginning In the late spring and continuing through the sunraiar of 
1979, data analyses will be made and a report of the siKth year activities 
of the project wlil be prepared* It is anticipated that the report will 
Include detailed comparisons with the resulti obtained in the previous 
years of the studyi Also during the year, efforts will be made to revise 
and update the various questionnaires and forms used as a part of the 
study. It is anticipated that these revisions will rnsult In the collection 
^of better and njore usable data. 

During 1978-79 one or more special studies will be carried out that 
will lend extra data to the total project. It. is anticipated that a de^ 
tailed study will be made of the use of the obaervatiOTfi instrimaents that 
are completed by principals and the independent observers (graduate assist- 
ants) * Also, analyses of the accumulated data will be made to explore such 
questions as the relationship of achlevemant on the National Teacher 
Ejcaminations to such varlablaa as principals* ratings, scores from the 
Student evaluation of Teaching, and obaervatlons made by the independent 
observers. 

Long Range Plans 

Based on the high level of acceptance of the project by the Ilniversity^ 
and the interest shown by other groups, the project will be integrated into 
the total operation of the teacher education program. At the present time, 
it is anticipated that the basic plans outlined in ,the first chapter of this 
report will be continued on an indefinite basis. The literature en teacher 
and program evaluation will be monitored and changes will be made In the 
basic instrumentation and methods of data collection as dictated by future 
attention will be given to the developttent of alternative methods of tea- 
cher evaluation and the development of systems for the evaluation data 
related to the programs of' the University in such areas as public personnel 
services. 
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